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Abstract  
!
This thesis examines news values in celebrity news. News values have been thoroughly 
analysed with regard to “serious” news, but little has been done to see how useful 
existing conceptions of news values are for celebrity news in gossip magazines. This 
thesis examines coverage of Miley Cyrus in four Australian gossip magazines from 
December 2010 to July 2014 according to traditional news values, and argues they are 
inadequate for understanding how celebrity news is produced.  It then proposes and 
tests a different set of news values that function for celebrity news. Using a queer 
approach to heteronormativity, this thesis argues that the news values employed by 
celebrity magazines uphold and maintain a normative hierarchy, through the promotion 
of non-normative behaviour as scandalous gossip, and normative behaviour as worthy 
of celebration.  
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!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
 Note: The title of this thesis, “how far will Miley go next?” is derived from a Clickhole article 
(“She’s at it again!”, 2014). Clickhole is a parody website that, in this article, managed to perfectly 
encapsulate the tone of gossip magazines, sharing their moral outrage for almost everything 
Miley does. The cover image is from 22nd September (“The night Miley lost it!”, 2014). 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 
Despite the fact that no one seems willing to admit they buy them, preferring instead to 
claim they read them in the doctor’s waiting room, gossip magazines remain some of 
the most highly circulated magazines in Australia (Aedy, 2014; Bonner; 2014). 
Regardless of how, or where, they are consumed, it is clear that hundreds of thousands 
of people find what lies in the folds of the gossip weeklies enticing. But how are the 
stories inside selected? And what are these tales, these sordid narratives of celebrities’ 
private lives, really trying to tell us? 
 
In 1965, Johan Galtung and Mari Holmboe Ruge developed a set of 12 values that 
described the selection process of translating events into news. Since then, news values 
have been a significant area of research within media and communications; debating 
their fit, the function they serve within journalism, and their shortcomings. Within 
media and cultural studies, the role of celebrity in society, and in news, has also been 
analysed extensively. This thesis will examine the intersection of these areas of 
scholarship to investigate whether traditional understandings of news values are 
adequate when we want to see what events make news in celebrity gossip magazines. If 
traditional news values are found to be inadequate in understanding the construction of 
celebrity news, the aim is to determine a revised set of news values that function in 
those magazines. This is where the first two research questions of this thesis will be 
answered: Do existing news values adequately describe coverage of Miley Cyrus in Australian gossip 
magazines? If they do not, propose a set of news values for celebrity news. 
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Celebrity gossip magazines are obsessed with scandal (Turner, 2014b, p. 80). This thesis 
will aim to discover how scandal comes to fit with news values, and how scandal is 
presented – what sorts of things are considered scandalous? Does celebrity news report 
on scandal to applaud, condone, or criticise? Using queer understandings of normativity, 
this thesis will analyse the representation of scandal in celebrity news to understand the 
ways in which these stories may uphold or challenge normative values, and thus answer 
the third research question: Do the news values in celebrity news uphold, maintain, or challenge 
normative ideals and behavioural hierarchies? 
 
 
When examining scandal and celebrity news, recent media coverage would suggest there 
is no one better than American pop singer Miley Cyrus1 to use for a case study. Miley 
has been in the news almost constantly since her now infamous MTV Video Music 
Awards performance in August 2013, where she “twerked” on controversial pop star 
Robin Thicke (see Walshe, 2013). According to Daily Life, 2013 was “The Year of Miley” 
(“10 most talked”, 2013). As yet, no comprehensive academic study has been conducted 
to discover why Miley’s actions have made her so newsworthy, or indeed what makes 
any celebrity particularly newsworthy to gossip magazines. This thesis will look at all of 
the coverage adult Miley has received in Australian gossip magazines, since her 18th 
birthday in late November 2010 to the present. It will look at how often she made the 
news, what for, and how some of the key news stories presented her behaviour.  
 
There is a substantial body of research on news values, how they influence the selection 
of what topics are considered newsworthy, and how they have changed over time. This 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Miley Cyrus will henceforth be referred to as “Miley”, largely to mimic the style of familiarity 
favoured by gossip magazines. 
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is detailed in the Literature Review (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2). There is less research on 
celebrity news and celebrity news values, and their function. Much of the existing 
literature looks at how celebrity news fits within existing news values, rather than 
considering whether entirely different values might be in play for this entirely different 
genre of news (see Section 2.3). Research into celebrity has argued that celebrity news 
serves a discrete and particular social function, quite different to the function of 
traditional news journalism in the public interest (see Deuze, 2005; Turner, 2014b; 
Turner, Bonner & Marshall, 2000). There is, therefore, a clear gap in the field of media, 
cultural and celebrity studies for an in-depth analysis of the particular news values in 
operation in celebrity news and whether a new set of news values is necessary.  
  
This thesis will address a further gap in scholarly knowledge, by investigating the 
connection between celebrity news values and their relationship to gossip’s role in 
telling moral tales and upholding normative ideologies. Building on the content analysis 
of the coverage of Miley Cyrus in the four main weekly Australian celebrity magazines, 
Famous, NW, OK! and Who, a textual analysis of the main cover stories will be conducted 
to determine exactly what normative values and behaviours are being reinforced, or 
contested, thus providing insight into the broader social function of celebrity journalism. 
These findings will then be interpreted through the lens of heteronormativity, as 
understood by queer theorists (see Section 2.4). 
 
 
Chapter Two will provide a comprehensive outline of the literature that grounds this 
thesis. Chapter Three, the Methodology, details the scope of the thesis’ analysis, the 
objects of analysis, provides literature on the methods used in this thesis, and outlines 
the process by which they will be used. Chapter Four presents the findings of the 
 4!
content analysis undertaken, while Chapter Five contains the thematic textual analysis, 
and a discussion of the resulting findings. The Conclusion discusses the findings of the 
thesis, and offers suggestions for further research.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 
 
The Literature Review is divided into four key sections: news and news values, 
tabloidisation of news, celebrity and celebrity news, and (hetero)normativity.2 It surveys 
the scholarly work in these areas, and points to gaps in the research that this thesis aims 
to fill.  
 
2.1: News and news values 
 
This section will define the key concepts of news and news values according to how 
they will be used in this thesis, as well as introducing some of the ways in which these 
concepts have been problematised. The scholarly work on news, news journalism and 
its process of selection is extensive, and it is not the intention, nor within the realm of 
possibility, of this review to go into great detail about the extent of existing literature.3  
 
News, and what is considered newsworthy, is a broad concept. For many, news is 
“sense-making”; it helps us to better understand the world “out there” by producing 
social and cultural knowledge of reality (S. Cohen & Young, 1981; Hall, 1981a; Hartley, 
1982; 1996; Lewis, 2006; McQuail, 2010; Wahl-Jorgensen & Hanitzsch, 2009b). Jackie 
Harrison describes news as “the first time disclosure of facts,” news journalism !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 Section 2.4 “(Hetero)normativity” is labelled as such because this section uses literature from 
queer theory to understand broader concepts of normativity, and how this has been translated 
into heteronormativity.  
3 Key collections of work on the topic of news and journalism read for this thesis include those 
edited by Allan (2005; 2010b); S. Cohen and Young (1981); Wahl-Jorgensen and Hanitzsch 
(2009a); and Zelizer (2009). Other key scholars include Carey (1989); Harcup (2004); Hargreaves 
(2003); Harrison (2006); Hartley (1982; 1999); McQuail (2010); and Zelizer (2004). 
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therefore having “a disposition towards two essential properties: truthfulness and the 
understanding of contemporary events” (Harrison, 2006, pp 11-12). Harrison’s account 
of news relies on a disposition toward objectivity and impartiality, and the idea that 
truth and facts exist, and are able to be conveyed without judgment. This territory is 
fraught, and has been critiqued in several key works.4 Harrison (2006) also describes 
news as “what is judged to be newsworthy by journalists, who exercise their news sense 
within the constraints of the news organizations within which they operate” (p. 13). 
News, therefore, is not simply what has happened, but what has happened that is 
newsworthy, and is told to us by journalists, who are charged with telling us the stories 
of the world around us (Allan, 2010a, p. 94; Fowler, 1991, p. 13). The newsworthiness 
of an event or occurrence is judged by news values, which enable the selection process 
of news, and help journalists to fulfil their role as “gatekeepers” that admit or exclude 
events in becoming news (Allern, 2002; Harrison, 2010; McQuail, 2010).  
 
Monika Bednarek and Helen Caple (2014) have stated, “news values can be defined in 
many different ways, but in essence they determine what is news(worthy)” (p. 136). 
News values are selection criteria: properties of events, occurrences or facts that render 
them newsworthy, or more newsworthy (Bednarek & Caple, 2012; Bednarek & Caple 
2014; A. Bell, 1991; Cotter, 2010; Galtung & Ruge, 1965; Fowler, 1991; Hartley, 1982). 
Generally speaking, the more news values an event fulfils, the more newsworthy it 
becomes, a concept Galtung and Ruge (1965) termed the “additivity hypothesis” (p. 71). 
Scholarly work on news values typically lists Galtung and Ruge as “the most 
comprehensive and consistent scheme” (Westerstahl & Johansson, 1994, p. 72). 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4 This is apparent particularly in the work of Allan (2010a); Hartley (1982); Maras (2013); Rosen 
(1993); and the compilation of works edited by Allan (2005); S. Cohen and Young (1981); and 
Zelizer (2009). 
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Galtung and Ruge’s (1965) list of 12 news values includes: ‘frequency’, ‘threshold’, 
‘unambiguity’, ‘meaningfulness’, ‘consonance’, ‘unexpectedness’, ‘continuity’, 
‘composition’, ‘reference to elite nations’, ‘reference to elite people’, ‘reference to 
persons’, and ‘reference to something negative’ (pp. 70-71). This list has been studied, 
adapted, and updated extensively in the ensuing years, a full account of which is well 
beyond the scope of this review.5 It is important to note that this list, while extensive, 
was created with particular reference to Norwegian coverage of foreign news, and as a 
result, has been criticised for not being relevant in a more general sense (Brighton & 
Foy, 2007; Harcup & O’Neill, 2001; O’Neill & Harcup, 2009). In looking to create a 
more broadly relevant set of news values in a more contemporary environment, Tony 
Harcup and Deirdre O’Neill (2001) tested Galtung and Ruge’s news values, and 
established a new list of their own: ‘the power elite’, ‘celebrity’, ‘entertainment’, ‘surprise’, 
‘bad news’, ‘good news’, ‘magnitude’, ‘relevance’, ‘follow-up’, and ‘newspaper agenda’ (p. 
279; see also Appendix A). Of course, news values differ across news genres and 
organisations (Allern, 2002; Clausen, 2010; Harrison, 2006), but, in a recent study of the 
British press, Harcup and O’Neill (2001) have shown that these general qualities, for the 
most part, predict the reporting of events or occurrences.  
 
Galtung and Ruge (1965) noted that their news values not only contributed to the 
selection of an event as news, but also meant that the aspects of the occurrence fulfilled 
by news values were often amplified, thus distorting the story (p. 71). It is this key point 
that causes problems for the concept of objectivity in news, and indeed helps to further 
the possibility of conceiving of news as a genre of text involved in the construction of !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 Bednarek and Caple (2012; 2014; Caple & Bednarek, 2013), Harcup and O’Neill (2001; O’Neill 
and Harcup, 2009), and Brighton and Foy (2007) have all written extensive overviews of news 
values in their work. Key scholars who have devised their own lists of news values include: 
Galtung and Ruge (1965); Golding and Elliott (1979); Gans (1980); and Harcup and O’Neill 
(2001). This thesis adopts Harcup and O’Neill’s list, the full reasoning for which is provided in 
the Methodology.  
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reality. Indeed, O’Neill and Harcup (2009) note that news inevitably involves a 
subjective process of selection, in choosing which news values to prioritise (p. 162; 
Harcup & O’Neill, 2001, p. 268).  
 
The translation of news values into news text reminds us that news is necessarily a 
product of human construction (Hall, 1981b, p. 148). Thus, Roger Fowler’s (1991) 
definition of news is particularly pertinent here: “news is a representation of the world 
in language” (p. 4). News is therefore subject to narrative and story-telling devices, 
which in turn may dramatise certain aspects of a news story, construct the world in 
particular and easy to understand ways, or fall back on existing knowledges and 
stereotypes (Bird & Dardenne, 2009; Fowler, 1991, p. 17; Hall, Chritcher, Jefferson, 
Clarke & Roberts, 1981, p. 336; Hartley, 2009; Moritz, 2010; Murdock, 1981). In this 
way, repeated selection of news stories through the framework of established news 
values amplifies the ritual and routine nature of news as a way of understanding existing 
categories and events in our world (Hall, 1981a; Lewis, 2006; Rock, 1981). The 
repetitive nature of news is seen in the way it is “chronicling,” that is, “recording 
newsworthy events in a routine fashion” (Bird & Dardenne, 1988, p. 75). This 
chronicling, according to S. Elizabeth Bird and Robert W. Dardenne (1988), “repairs the 
myth on a day-to-day basis, assuring us of continued order and normality while plotting 
the parameters of this normality” (p. 82). As a result, news is mythic, a codified reality 
constructed through news values that help to simultaneously select news and transform 
it into routine language and terms that can be understood (Allan, 2010a; Fowler, 1991). 
News values are therefore, as Stuart Hall (1981a) claims, “opaque structures” that give 
the appearance of being neutral, but in actual fact are constructed, and somewhat 
deceptive (p. 234).  
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The translation of news from event to language, often through the use of news values, is 
therefore a process that many have noted tends to privilege and reproduce dominant 
ideologies and modes of knowledge that maintain existing power structures.6 As a result, 
news has overwhelmingly tended to privilege dominant groups in society, with a 
tendency to maintain rather than disrupt the status quo (Hall, 1981a; Herman & 
Chomsky, [1988] 1994). Thus, news is also gendered: as John Hartley (1982) puts it 
clearly, “news is not only about and by men, it is overwhelmingly seen through men” (p. 
146). The implications of this statement have been well documented.7 The privileging of 
the status quo generally means that news is typically oriented toward a preference for 
“official sources”, meaning dominant groups become the “primary definers” of issues, 
and everyday citizens, as well as minority groups, are left out of the discussion 
(Anderson, Petersen and David, 2005, p. 190; Dolan, 2005, pp. 392-393; Hartley, 1982, 
p. 39; Lewis, 2006, p. 312).  
 
This orientation toward dominant groups in society has created what Prasun Sonwalkar 
(2005) refers to as “banal journalism”. Banal journalism is that which is flooded with 
institutional bias (the type Hall would call “unwitting”) that is hegemonic, and presumes 
there is only one worldview (Sonwalkar, 2005, p. 263; see Hall, 1981b, p. 149). News 
values, according to Sonwalkar (2005), “can all be conflated into the notion that news is 
essentially about 'us'… This implies the existence of its subtle but discernible part and 
counterpart, ‘them’” (p. 263, emphasis in original). The ‘us’ and ‘them’ dichotomy 
naturalises dominant groups, while othering, and stereotyping, those with subordinate !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
6 The work on ideology in news is extensive. Some of the key works read for this thesis include 
that of the Glasgow University Media Group (1976; 1980); Gitlin (1980); Hall (1981b; 1981a); 
Hartley (1982); and van Dijk (2009). 
7 News has often been considered a gendered product. Some of the works that discuss this are 
the edited work from Allan, Branston and Carter (2002); and works from Chambers and Steiner 
(2010); Gill (2007); Grabe and Kamhawi (2006); Mahtani (2005); Ross (2005); Steiner (2009); 
and Tuchman (1981).  
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status (Moritz, 2010, p. 321; van Dijk, 2009, pp. 200-202). The selectivity of news, 
naturally oriented towards ‘us’ has meant what Gaye Tuchman (1981) referred to as the 
“symbolic annihilation” of subordinate groups, by leaving them out of representation 
(see also Gill, 2007, p. 113). Tuchman was referring to women, while Sonwalkar has 
employed the term with regard to racial minorities, and Larry Gross (1991) considered it 
with regard to gay people.  
 
As well as these problematic representations of people, and orientation towards 
dominant and powerful groups, news values tend to distort the quality of news being 
reported. News values, as Galtung and Ruge criticised, tend to be closely focused on 
short-term events, meaning that occurrences that unfold slowly never tend to make the 
news (Allern, 2002, p. 141; Harcup & O’Neill, 2001, p. 262; Harrison, 2006, pp. 21-22). 
Additionally, by factoring in news agendas and institutional requirements, news values 
ultimately preference stories that are “easy” to report, either by choosing convenient 
sources, or preferencing stories that more easily fit existing journalistic frameworks and 
news values (Curran & Seaton, 2003, p. 336; Fowler, 1991, p. 22). It is with this in mind 
that we can now consider the commercialisation, or tabloidisation, of news, and what 
this has meant for news values, and the place of the celebrity in news.  
 
2.2: Tabloidisation of news 
 
Increased competition in the news market has tended the news toward “tabloidisation”: 
a complex phenomenon that has been both lamented and lauded in media practice and 
scholarship.8 According to Bird (2009), “if ‘tabloid’ has come to mean a specific style, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8 Some of the key works on tabloid read for this thesis include the edited works of Brants, 
Hermes and van Zoonen (1998b); Sparks and Tulloch (2000); and Zelizer (2009); as well as 
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‘tabloidization’ is a more recent term developed to describe an inexorable move toward 
that style by ‘real’ journalism” (pp. 40-41). This view is shared by Colin Sparks (2000), 
who describes the tabloid style as responsible for “driving out the serious journalism of 
the past” (p. 10).  
 
The tabloid style has been defined many times over, and is too expansive to outline 
definitively. Indeed, in outlining some of the key characteristics of tabloid, Kevin Glynn 
(2000) acknowledges his shortcomings and the difficulty to “pin down” such a fluid 
genre (pp. 7-8). Sparks (2000) puts it succinctly: tabloid “devotes relatively little 
attention to politics, economics, and society, and relatively much to diversions like sport, 
scandal, and popular entertainment” (p. 10). Catharine Lumby (1999) emphasises the 
personal aspects of the tabloid format, claiming “the media formats we think of as 
tabloid… tend to base stories around individuals, particularly celebrities, and to 
emphasise the personal and emotive impact of a given issue, at the expense of 
examining the broader structural context” (p. 17).  
 
Broadly, then, tabloidisation has led to a diversification of news formats and an 
increased focus on the “human interest” story. This in turn has challenged traditional 
assumptions of the function of news, as well as contributed to a breaking down of the 
barriers between public and private. This leads to an expansion of the news and whom 
it seeks to address, as well as how it seeks to address. 
 
Where “serious” news has been criticised for being oriented in favour of dominant 
groups, tabloid is often celebrated for its accessibility to a wider variety of groups, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
works by Bird (1992); Franklin (1997); Gamson (1998); Glynn (2000); Hartley (1996); Langer 
(1998); Lumby (1999); and Turner (1999).  
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including women and the working class (Fiske, 1992; Hartley, 1996; Sparks, 2000). The 
market-driven nature of tabloid media (van Zoonen, 2002, p. 39) has generally meant 
that content is created in consideration of the audience, preferring to focus on what the 
public wants to know, instead of what they need to know, and preferring entertainment 
over information (Bird, 1992; Deuze, 2005; Franklin, 1997; Hartley, 1996; Lumby, 
19999; Sparks, 2000). It is this consideration of the audience, Liesbet van Zoonen 
(2002) argues, that has opened up both the production and consumption of news to 
women, particularly given their market potential (see also Chambers & Steiner, 2010, p. 
54).  
 
The broadening of the audience can lead to the democratisation of news media (Glynn, 
2000), however not all of those who celebrate tabloid media embrace this argument. 
According to Bird (2000), “in theory, greater popularization [of news] may lead to more 
democracy, but inherent in that theory is the notion that as more people’s voices are 
heard, they will gain access to the wider political process” (p. 226; see also Bird, 1992, p. 
205). Graeme Turner (2014b) expresses similar trepidation, labelling the broader media 
audience a “demotic, rather than a democratic development” (p. 91; also Turner, 2010). 
Hartley (1999) coined the neologism ‘democratainment’ to refer to “the means by which 
popular participation in public issues is conducted in the media sphere” (p. 209). 
Turner’s (2014b) concern with democratainment is that the broadening of the media 
audience, rather than being expressly positive in democratic terms, is motivated by the 
media’s “capacity to generate the performance of endless and unmotivated (and 
entertaining) diversity for its own sake… the ‘democratic’ part of the ‘democratainment’ 
neologism is an accidental consequence of the ‘entertainment’ part and its least 
convincing component” (p. 92). While tabloid is seen to open up the market for news 
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consumption to broader audiences, this does not necessarily translate to a widening of 
political processes.  
 
The broadening of the audience, regardless of whether it has been a democratising or 
democrataining process, has certainly led to the widening of the traditional bourgeois 
public sphere, as well as the blurring of the public/private divide (Habermas, Lennox 
and Lennox, 1974; Hartley, 1996; Marhsall, 2014; Turner, et al., 2000). As a result, 
tabloid media also has the potential to acknowledge the broader sense-making practices 
that occur outside dominant modes of address (Brants, Hermes & van Zoonen, 1998a, 
p. 4). As a result, both Glynn (2000) and Joshua Gamson (1998) have celebrated the 
radical potential of tabloid news in representing minority views. For, if news is about 
sense-making, it follows that a diversification of news practices would lead to a 
diversification of ways of producing and understanding knowledge, giving space to 
minority understandings as well as the dominant (see Bird, 1992; Glynn, 2000, p. 45).  
 
Acknowledging the multiple modes of sense-making that occur in news in turn favours 
the view of news communication as a ritual, one that participates in the “cultural 
construction of social identity,” rather than a simple transmission of information 
(Turner et al., 2000, p. 6; Carey, 1989; Gripsrud, 2000; Kitch, 2009). In this model, 
tabloid news stories allow “audiences to interrogate morality, explore values and 
connect with others – they are not about passing on essential information” (Bird, 2009, 
p. 44). The ritual process of news opens up the possibility of considering news as a 
narrative, where the repetition of certain types of stories helps to construct our social 
realities (Bird, 1992; Bird & Dardenne, 1988; Bird & Dardenne, 2009). Indeed, Jostein 
Gripsrud (2000) notes that, in tabloid news, “the mass of individual stories are reducible 
to a few basic story types” (p. 295, emphasis in original). As a result, storytelling practices 
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are frequently invoked and repeated, drawing on features of oral narrative, myth, and 
folklore (Bird, 1992; Bird & Dardenne, 1988). While Glynn (2000) argues that this kind 
of “fantastic populism” – known for its disregard of serious journalism’s conceptions of 
truth and balance, and its almost satiric quality – has a kind of liberating potential, Bird 
(1992) is more pessimistic, recalling that folklore too is inherently conservative: “most 
folk narratives help people cope with daily existence and their position in the pecking 
order by telling tales… that are essentially conservative… folklore too is ideological in 
that it reinforces and repairs hegemony” (pp. 206-207).  
 
The changing role of news in tabloid formats means that traditional news values, like 
Galtung and Ruge’s, are usually inadequate. Accordingly, this section has demonstrated 
the necessity of examining news values in a tabloid-specific context due to the format’s 
alternative focus on personal and moral narratives, in comparison to the serious news 
from which much news value scholarship has developed. The personified nature of 
tabloid news, as well as its attendance to a ritual and narrative form of communication, 
has meant that tabloid news is very much focused on celebrity, and celebrity gossip.  
Harcup and O’Neill’s 2001 list attempts to traverse both tabloid and serious formats, by 
including criteria such as ‘entertainment’ and ‘celebrity’ to encompass tabloid formats, 
and is accordingly a more appropriate list with which to examine celebrity news, the 
subject of the next section. 
 
2.3: Celebrity and celebrity news 
 
The field of celebrity scholarship is as broad as Daniel Boorstin’s (1971) definition of 
celebrity:  “the celebrity is a person who is well-known for their well-knownness” (p. 
 15!
58).9 We assign celebrities multiple roles, and the scholarship on celebrity reflects this: 
for example, they can simultaneously replace religion (Rojek, 2001), while also 
representing cultural functions of individualism and consumer capitalism (Dyer, 2004; 
Lumby, 1999; Marshall, 1997). Celebrities are particularly pertinent in discussing the 
tabloid media when we consider their ability to straddle the divides between public and 
private, and ordinary and extraordinary, making them perfect fodder for the 
sensationalist, personalised tabloid media (Lumby, 1999; Turner, 2014b; Wark, 1999). 
Turner (2014b) notes that, like news, “the mass media celebrity is folded into our ways 
of making sense of our world” (p. 15). This literature review cannot discuss in depth the 
roles we assign celebrity, and nor does it need to, when, as Martin Conboy (2014) states 
“celebrity journalism has more to do with the function of celebrity stories than with the 
status of celebrities themselves” (p. 180). Celebrity news in a gossip magazine context, 
considered here to be a type of tabloid news, is therefore somewhat divorced from the 
other functions we assign celebrity, and it is to celebrity news and its function that this 
review now turns.  
 
Of course, it must first be asked whether celebrity news in gossip magazines, is even 
news at all. In answering this very question, Turner (2014a) claims, “yes, but not the 
news as we used to know it” (p. 151). In considering news to be a practice in sense-
making, celebrity news can indeed be considered news, but news in the tabloid sense of 
a ritual process, rather than transmission of facts and information (Johansson, 2006, p. 
346). Turner, Frances Bonner and David Marshall (2000) state that interest in celebrity 
directly relates to the media’s participation “in the process of disseminating, 
interrogating and constructing identities” (p. 16). Celebrity news, in serving its ritual !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
9 Key scholarly works that contribute to the field of celebrity studies include the compilation 
works edited by Holmes and Redmond (2006; 2007); Marshall (2006a); as well as the work of 
Cashmore (2006); Dyer (1998; 2004); Gamson (1994); Marshall (1997); and Turner (2014b). 
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function, tends to replicate forms of gossip, and focus on scandal, in order to produce 
meaning. The serious news’ reliance on accuracy, and truth, favoured by the model of 
news as transmission of information, is relegated to the background. Indeed, as Turner 
(2014a) notes with respect to gossip magazines:  
 
It is their acknowledged distance from the facticity of news that actually makes 
what they do possible: no one is going to call them to account for making a 
wrong call because ‘getting it right’ is not the point in this domain of news. (p. 
150) 
 
Indeed, “the factual status of their claims is, to quite some extent, immaterial” (Turner 
et al., 2000, p. 139). Scholarship about the consumers of gossip magazines has made it 
clear that readers do not seek the “truth” from these magazines: instead, they seek the 
pleasure of participating in a community (Bird, 1992; Feasey, 2008; Feeley, 2012; 
Hermes, 1995; Johansson, 2006). Thus, celebrity news is a sense-making practice that 
focuses more on the ways we understand and live in our world socially, informing us as 
human beings, rather than citizens (Gripsrud, 2000, p. 297). An important consideration 
here is celebrity news’ relationship to gossip and scandal. 
 
Much has been written on the social functions of gossip. Broadly, gossip “creates moral 
community” (Hermes, 1995, p. 120), provides “cautionary tales” (Lumby, 1999, p. 105), 
produces “solidarity and intimacy among the socially subordinated” (Glynn, 2000, p. 
113), is a “symptom of the shifting border between private and public domains and 
issues” (Mellencamp, 1992, p. 144), and is “an important social process through which 
relationships, identity and social and cultural norms are debated, evaluated, modified 
and shared” (Turner, 2014b, p. 27). Celebrity gossip is enabled and discussed as a result 
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of the breakdown of the divide between public and private that increasingly sees 
traditionally private issues brought to the fore (Lumby, 1999). As a result, much 
celebrity news is devoted to debates surrounding the private lives of celebrities (Conboy, 
2014; Dubied & Hanitzsch, 2014; Marshall, 2005). Another key function of gossip about 
celebrities lies in the desire to integrate “the celebrity and the stories about them into 
one’s everyday life” (Turner, 2014b, p. 119). According to Jane Johnson (2004), readers 
of celebrity news desire stories that show celebrities are “just like the rest of us” (p. 52). 
By breaking down barriers of accessibility, and debating their private lives, celebrity 
news performs a key social function in much the same way that traditional gossip does.  
 
The moral functions of gossip, and of celebrity news, are particularly apparent in 
celebrity scandals. According to Bird (2000), “news stories of scandals… offer an entry 
point to everyday discussions of morality, boundaries, and appropriate behaviour” (pp. 
223-224). The readers interviewed for Rebecca Feasey’s (2008) work often used 
coverage of celebrity scandals as a way to reflect on their own behaviours and 
considerations of what is morally acceptable (p. 693). The treatment of scandal has been 
considered simultaneously progressive and conservative. Glynn, Anne Helen Petersen, 
and Adrienne McLean have lauded scandalous coverage, arguing that it destabilises 
norms by exposing transgressions, as well as challenges the status quo and forces the 
questioning of dominant moralities (Glynn, 2000; McLean, 2001; Petersen, 2011). 
Conversely, a study by Valerie Gorin and Annik Dubied (2011) found that coverage of 
the celebrity “meltdown” adopted “a very normative position toward what is legally 
forbidden… or morally reprehensible… or disorderly living” (p. 614).  
 
The social and moral function of gossip demonstrates that celebrity news is indeed a 
sense-making practice. But what makes celebrity news? Put concretely, celebrity news 
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tends to focus on celebrities’ private lives, and on exposing their lives (and by extension, 
ours) as susceptible to moral judgement (Dubied & Hanitzsch, 2014; Gorin & Dubied, 
2011). For Marshall (2005), the celebrities themselves are newsworthy, and it is through 
them we are able to focus on a wide range of issues and concerns. The particular 
celebrity chosen to articulate these concerns, for Mark Deuze (2005), is the one that 
breaches “the (fine) lines of civil morality, particularly regarding how we ought to 
behave in society regarding sexuality, religious practices and life politics” (p. 875). 
Celebrity news becomes particularly salient when it can be accompanied by images of 
the offending behaviour, so much so that the paparazzi industry has “become a new 
kind of news provider” (Turner, 2014b, p. 146; see also Feeley, 2012; Holmes, 2005; 
McNamara, 2011; Van den Bulck & Claessens, 2014). These aspects of newsworthiness 
appear to be at odds with existing models of news values. It is the purpose of this thesis 
to decide whether this is the case, and subsequently establish news values with a better 
fit. How news values treat scandal has rarely figured in scholarly analysis, and is thus a 
further aim of this thesis. Is the celebrity news treatment of scandal liberating, as the 
likes of Glynn might attest, or normative, as Gorin and Dubied posit? In order to 
answer that question, we need to consider what exactly constitutes normative behaviour. 
With that in mind, this literature review now turns to a discussion of what constitutes 
normativity, based on its construction in queer theory. 
 
2.4: (Hetero)normativity 
 
Normality and heteronormativity are concepts often discussed in queer theory, a body 
of scholarship that is devoted to opposing the organisation of society (including the 
media) around existing social and sexual norms. Social concepts of normality and 
heteronormativity developed through the adaptation of arguments surrounding medical 
 19!
norms. Georges Canguilhem, in his book The normal and the pathological (1989) defines 
normal (with regard to medical concepts) as “that which is met with in the majority of 
cases of a determined kind” (p. 125). Canguilhem (1989) arrives at this definition 
through abnormality, stating, “the abnormal, while logically second, is existentially first” 
(p. 243) For Canguilhem, normal might not be easily recognisable, but abnormal is. 
Grant Bollmer (2014) describes normal as the “unmarked” category, while abnormal is 
“disordered or different” (p. 305). Medically normal, then, is an ideal, a desirable 
disposition, a state that an ill person seeks to return to (Bollmer, 2014; Canguilhem, 
1989).  
 
Normal might be a “majority” feeling, but to call it a statistical norm is reductive 
(Canguilhem, 1989, p. 125). For while a “norm” might have a basis in statistical realities 
and demographic patterns, normal is a feeling, the “ideal” state of being (Jagose 2012, p. 
50). This is to say, as Annamarie Jagose (2012) does, that while norms arose in the 19th 
century with the rise of statistics, the feeling of normalcy is supposedly ahistorical; it 
“always was and will be” (p. 68). So while a norm might reflect a condition of the 
majority of people, what is normal (the feeling of “normality”) is what the general 
population should be, or should want to be (Warner, 1999b).  
 
Normal is therefore largely an imagined category, one that presumes the inherent 
normality of “educated, middle-class, white husbands and wives” (Jagose, 2012, p. 68). 
The evolution of “normal” from statistical norm to desirable state meant that normalcy 
came to be presumed in dominant categories, rather than explicitly quantifiable, and as a 
result, came to be ideological (Jagose, 2012, p. 71; see also Poovey, 1998).  
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Michel Foucault writes about the power of norms in his landmark works The history of 
sexuality and Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison (1978; 1979). It is through norms, 
Foucault (1979) argues, that a population is homogenised, measured and classified (p. 
184). Foucault (1979) also examines the power of the imposing of normalising judgment 
in its ability to regulate individuals, as well as differentiate them, according to a specific 
hierarchy (p. 184; see also Valocchi, 2005). Judith Butler (1997) also argues that the 
“regulatory power” of social norms creates a process of subordination (pp. 19-20; 
Warner 1999a, p. 154). This process of subordination means that norms inevitably 
encounter resistance, and eventually, adaptation (Warner, 1999a, p. 155).  
 
Michael Warner (1999b) notes that norms have the ability to adapt and change over 
time. As norms are defined in opposition, they can be considered unstable, reliant upon 
an ever-changing idea of “abnormal” or “pathological”. The instability of norms is 
something Butler (2002) has written about, claiming “a norm does not have to be static 
in order to last; in fact, it cannot be static if it is to last” (p. 37, emphasis in original). This 
is something Butler also considers in Gender trouble (1990), which looks at gender as 
performance of what is thought to be normative. The repetition of such performances 
seeks to naturalise these categories, while at the same time, exposing them as 
performance demonstrates their instability (Butler, 1990; Jagose, 1996). Thus, norms 
and normal categories are unstable systems that can be changed over time, which is the 
case that both McLean (2001) and Glynn (2000) put forth with regard to gossip and its 
treatment of norms. Exposing the volatility of norms and the ease with which they are 
transgressed unveils the abnormal, as well as encouraging debates around what may or 
may not be normative.  
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The instability of norms results in the struggle over where to draw the line between 
“good” and “bad” behaviour. Gayle Rubin (1984) illustrates this in regard to good, bad 
and “contested” sex, noting that “behavior near the border is inching across it” as 
discourses around sex develop (pp. 282-283; see also figure 2.01). James Lull and 
Stephen Hinerman (1997) note those with social influence, whom they list as the state, 
the church, and the media, lead the production of moral discourse (p. 8). Thus, as social 
movements, laws, and media representations change, certain behaviours cross the 
border between “contested” and “good,” and thus come to be recognised as ideal, 
changing the norm accordingly. Writing in 1984, Rubin notes “some forms of 
homosexuality are moving in the direction of respectability,” and are thus becoming 
more acceptable (pp. 282-283).  This shift has become even more apparent in the 
intervening years.10 
 
 
Figure 2.01: Rubin’s sex hierarchy (1984, p. 282) 
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
10 The movement of homosexuality toward acceptance as a norm is the subject of Warner’s 
book The trouble with normal (1999b).  
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The power and instability of norms is reflective of their ideological status. Norms, like 
the news, are established by dominant groups, and reflect the bias of those who set the 
public agenda (Gross, quoted in Gamson, 1998, p. 22; Foucault, 1978). Thus, while they 
may only reflect a small part of the population, they exert a power over groups with 
subordinate status (Rubin, 1984; Warner, 1999b). This power can also be applied to 
subordinate groups in a system of sexual hierarchies. Rubin (1984) writes, “the system 
of sexual stratification provides easy victims who lack the power to defend themselves, 
and a preexisting apparatus for controlling their movements and curtailing their 
freedoms” (p. 297). It is with this in mind that we can consider the dominant status of 
heteronormativity, a term widely credited to Warner (Jagose, 2012, p. 47). 
 
Heteronormativity, according to Lauren Berlant and Warner (1998), is a “sense of 
rightness” embedded not just in sex, but “produced in almost every aspect of the forms 
and arrangements of social life” (p. 555). Heteronormativity, therefore, is the set of 
norms that privileges heterosexuality above all other sexualities, placing it at the top of 
Rubin’s (1984) hierarchy of sexualities, and allowing for it to be unmarked, synonymous 
with “general culture” (Berlant & Warner, 1995, p. 349; see also Valocchi, 2005). 
Heterosexuality becomes, through heteronormativity, “the template for all forms of 
meaningful social organization” (Jagose, 2012, p. 48). The implication here is that 
normal people are heteronormative. 
 
Although based on a culture of heterosexuality, heteronormativity extends beyond sex 
as intimacy. Cathy J. Cohen (2004) describes heteronormativity as a “normative moral 
super structure” that reinforces the institutional role of the nuclear family and typical 
gender roles (p. 29). Typical gender roles, for Butler (1990), are what serve to naturalise 
heterosexuality, and it is from this naturalisation of “compulsory” heterosexuality that 
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heteronormativity arises (see also Rich, 1980). Warner (1993) claims “het culture11 thinks 
of itself as the elemental form of human association” that “testifies to the depth of the 
culture’s assurance (read: insistence) that humanity and heterosexuality are synonymous” 
(p. xxi; p. xxiii). The reproductive insistence of heteronormativity is something Lee 
Edelman (2013) elaborates on, arguing that heteronormativity works to “preserve” the 
future of the child (p. 294; 2004; see also Warner 1999b, p. 47). Heteronormativity, then, 
can be described as the ideological code that ensures the future of life itself, because at 
its core lies normal people engaged in reproductive sex – the “right, proper, healthy” 
people who can be trusted with the future of the human race (Warner 1999b, p. 57; 
Jagose, 2012, p. 77).  
 
The type of intimacy most privileged by heteronormativity is only a specific type of 
heterosexuality, specifically that which is married and procreative is deemed “the 
normative sexual lifestyle” (O’Rourke, 2005, p. 111; see also Rubin, 1984, p. 279; 
Poovey, 1998). Those who engage in this type of sexual behaviour are deemed “normal”, 
according to Rubin (1984), they are “rewarded with certified mental health, 
respectability, legality, social and physical mobility, institutional support, and material 
benefits” (p. 279). That heteronormativity affords normal individuals privacy has 
generally meant that normal sexual practices have been very difficult to quantify, and 
thus typically based on presumptions and biases of dominant groups, as Jagose (2012) 
says, “the marital relations of the white middle classes constitute an erotic norm” (p. 71). 
This dominant bias adds both to heteronormativity’s power, and the presumptive 
quality adds to its instability. 
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 “Het culture” is Warner’s colloquial style of referring broadly to heteronormativity.   
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In their essay “Sex in Public”, Berlant and Warner (1998) detail how zones of privacy 
have privileged married heterosexuality, by protecting it from the “spectacular 
demonization of any represented sex” (p. 550). Any kind of sex conducted outside the 
private sphere, they argue, is subordinate, for only private heterosexuality has “a tacit 
sense of rightness and normalcy” (Berlant & Warner, 1998, p. 554). They write: “the 
spillage of eroticism into everyday social life seems transgressive in a way that provokes 
normal aversion” (Berlant & Warner, 1998, p. 560). Similarly, Rubin’s (1984) “charmed 
circle” lists sex “at home” as privileged above that of sex “in the park” (p. 281). She also 
writes about how obscenity laws have served to restrict sexual commerce, and thus, by 
extension, public displays of such sexuality. Subordinate sexualities, according to David 
Bell and Jon Binnie (2004), operate their private intimacy in public, because they are not 
afforded the privilege of privacy. This privilege, according to Warner (1999b), is one 
that serves to normalise procreative, private sex, and demonise any form of intimacy 
that is outside of marriage. Scandal, which relies on the public exposure of private 
behaviours, often contravenes this particular norm. Additionally, as will be 
demonstrated in Chapter Five, scandal is often created over the public display of 
sexuality that would otherwise be acceptable in private. Accordingly, heteronormativity’s 
privileging of privacy is particularly relevant to gossip and scandal. 
 
Those who do not engage in normal (married, procreative, private) sexual behaviour are 
often stigmatised or scandalised (Warner, 1999b, pp. 26-27). The stigma is typically 
attached to those lower on Rubin’s (1984) sexual hierarchy, while scandal is reserved for 
improper heterosexuality, or that which sits just below normality on Rubin’s sexual 
hierarchy (p. 279). As Warner (1999a) points out, “it was not Bill Clinton’s relations 
with Hillary that made his sex life the greatest national media spectacle of the 1990s” 
(pp. 147-148). Scandal, therefore, may go some way to exposing non-normative 
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behaviour, but the stigma attached to behaviours lowest on the sexual hierarchy means 
they rarely figure in the public eye.  
 
Thus, the concept of normality, for Warner and others, is developed from the notion of 
social norms (statistical and established) and the idea that to be normal is a desired state 
of being. Although heteronormativity is borne out of the dominance of heterosexuality, 
its reliance on normativity, and its privileging of a specific kind of heterosexuality, has 
meant that a lot of behaviours that have seemingly little relation to heterosexuality have 
come to be seen as (hetero)normative, and are thus used to regulate the behaviours of 
others.12  
 
This thesis employs the work of scholars such as Warner and Jagose in their defining of 
normativity. Normative behaviour is therefore seen loosely as that which fits within a 
standard of desirability, an ideal state of being, in mainstream Western society. This 
thesis will seek to understand whether gossip magazines lament or laud Miley’s 
transgressions, and whether these scandals could be seen to contribute in meaningful 
ways to discussions around the unstable line that separates normal and unacceptable 
behaviour.  
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12 Queer theory, broadly described as that which counteracts and questions the dominance of 
normativity, has been used to show how many social minorities are oppressed by 
heteronormativity. Michael C. Dawson (2006) and C. J. Cohen (2004; 2013) have both described 
how black heterosexual people can be marginalised by heteronormativity. Similarly, Robert 
McRuer (2006) has considered the ways in which “compulsory heterosexuality” in 
heteronormativity has also come to mean “compulsory able-bodiedness”, meaning a lack of 
resources for those with disabilities. Abigail C. Saguy and Anna Ward (2011) identify the stigma 
that heteronormativity has attached to “fat”, identifying “skinny” as a norm in opposition. This 
ties in with Kane Race’s (2009) claim that health discourses (particularly those that stigmatise 
homosexuality via HIV panic) often serve to create a norm (in both health and lifestyle 
standards) that should be publicly desirable (p. 7). Thus, heteronormativity serves to uphold a 
range of normative standards – whether they are sexual, social, physical, as well as civic and 
moral.  
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2.5: Conclusion 
 
This chapter reviewed the concept of news values, how they have changed, and how 
they have been problematised. It also considered the phenomenon of tabloidisation, and 
the implications tabloid media has had on contemporary understandings of news, and 
what this means for celebrity news. It examined how celebrity and tabloid news 
scholarship intersects with queer theory, through the mutual establishment and 
transgression of norms. While queer theory seeks to deliberately destabilise norms, 
celebrity news is seen to either condemn these transgressions (Bird, 1992; Gorin & 
Dubied, 2011) or expose their volatility and like queer theory, laud their transgression 
(Glynn, 2000; McLean, 2001; Petersen, 2011).  
 
The next chapter, the Methodology, will explain and justify all the constraints of this 
thesis, as well as the methodologies used to analyse and interpret the data in conjunction 
with the literature presented in the current chapter. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 
 
The purpose of this thesis is threefold: to critically evaluate the application of existing 
news values to celebrity news, to propose alternate values where the current are 
insufficient, and to analyse whether, like serious news, celebrity news too reinforces 
dominant ideologies and maintains existing power structures, particularly with regard to 
heteronormative moral, sexual, and social norms. Accordingly, this thesis employs both 
quantitative content analysis and thematic textual analysis in order to examine celebrity 
news stories about Miley. The content analysis will examine if existing news values are 
adequate for understanding how celebrity news is selected and written. If they are not, it 
will then propose an alternative set of news values. The textual analysis will show how 
the celebrity news stories reinforce dominant ideologies, by utilising insights from the 
literature reviewed in the previous chapter to analyse the stories, according to the broad 
themes into which they can be categorised.  
 
This chapter will discuss both the theoretical foundations of these methodologies, and 
how they will be utilised in the remainder of the thesis. Additionally, it will outline and 
justify the scope of this study and its object of analysis.  
 
3.1: The scope of this study 
 
This section provides a justification for the limitations placed on this thesis and the 
reasons for the choice of celebrity, medium, and news values that have been subject to 
analysis.  
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3.1.1: Miley Cyrus 
 
This thesis focuses solely on the coverage of one celebrity over an extended period of 
time in order to comprehensively examine what a celebrity needs to do in order to make 
headlines in gossip magazines, and how this may change over time. Miley was chosen 
because of her relevant cultural currency, as discussed in the Introduction. It was 
suspected that Miley’s cultural currency would translate strongly into newsworthiness, 
providing a wealth of stories for analysis. Further, prior content analyses into celebrity 
news indicate that the most newsworthy celebrities are young, white American, film, TV, 
and music stars who live public lifestyles (Gorin & Dubied, 2011; Van den Bulck & 
Claessens, 2014). Miley fits all of these descriptors, and indeed her lifestyle and 
behaviour has already been the subject of several academic analyses.13 Miley has been in 
the public eye since the debut of the television series Hannah Montana in 2006, and her 
career has been on an upward trajectory ever since, thus increasing the likelihood of her 
newsworthiness. Additionally, she has spoken about her inability to lead a private life 
when she is so often in the public eye (Gevinson, 2014).14  
 
Stories about Miley were collected from the period December 2010-July 2014.15 This 
period was chosen to limit the scope of the analysis to when Miley is an adult, because 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13 Monica Qiu (2012) has analysed fan reactions to Cyrus’ deviant behaviour; James Kincaid 
(2010), Sharon Lamb, Kelly Graling and Emily E Wheeler (2013) and Morgan Genevieve Blue 
(2013) have all analysed the sexualisation of Cyrus as a child; and Alice Marwick and danah boyd 
(2011) have examined Cyrus’ behaviour on Twitter.  
14 This is also discussed in more detail on Longform’s podcast with Gevinson (Lammer, Linsky & 
Ratliff, 2014) 
15 Although Miley turned 18 in late November, 2010, the first stories to report on her as an 18 
year old occurred in Decemner, 2010.  
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the social norms and lines of acceptability differ from childhood to adulthood, and 
would likely have an impact on the types of news events selected to become stories.16  
 
3.1.2: Gossip magazines 
 
The Literature Review discussed in detail the moral and social function that gossip 
magazines serve. Gossip magazines have been chosen as the sole focus of this study 
because celebrity is their primary currency, and they consider themselves to be news 
magazines (Turner 2014a, p. 145). In a context where celebrity news is the only type of 
news demonstrated, we are more likely to see existing news values employed in different 
ways, or new news values altogether.  
 
The focus of this study is the four weekly Australian magazines that focus almost solely 
on celebrity news: Famous, NW, OK! and Who. These titles all have circulations that 
position them within the top 20 magazines in the country (Bonner, 2014, p. 206). 
Bonner (2014) labels Who and OK! as “kinder” with more “admiring” stories than 
Famous and NW, which are more likely to focus on “exposé” (p. 206). NW is known for 
being more prone to scandal than Who, as well as being more than a little satirical 
(Turner et al., 2000, p. 118; Lumby, 1999, p. 7). It is worth noting that both Turner et al. 
and Lumby’s books were published before the launch of OK! and Famous, and thus have 
not commented on the further diversity of the Australian celebrity magazine market.  
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
16 Further, Miley was chosen over a reality star such as Kim Kardashian because of the ways in 
which reality celebrity is deliberately constructed and exists solely as a media product in and of 
itself (Turner, 2010). Additionally, the life span of a reality celebrity’s media career is generally 
much shorter and more unpredictable, making it more difficult to analyse (Turner, 2014b, p. 40). 
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Readers of all four magazines are typically women, with Famous and NW attracting 
similarly aged younger readers, typically 18-35, (though Famous has a slightly younger 
audience who are lower on the socio-economic grade) and OK! and Who attracting 
similarly aged older readers, typically 25-49 (though Who has a slightly older, and slightly 
more gender neutral, audience).17  
 
Australian print magazines are the focus of this study, firstly for access reasons: of the 
740 issues published in the timeframe, 734 were available to access at the State Library 
of New South Wales or the National Library of Australia. The focus on Australian 
magazines also limits the examination of dominant ideologies and existing power 
structures to one geopolitical location, rather than, for example, comparing Australian 
magazines with those from the United States or the United Kingdom.18 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
17 Famous is a local title that began circulation in 2006. Its current circulation is 65,018, with a 
readership of 341,000 (“Famous: Media kit”, 2014). 87 per cent of readers are women, and 
almost 30 per cent of the audience are aged 18-24, with a further 25 per cent aged 25-34 
(“Famous: Media kit”, 2014). The magazine generally appeals to those in the C, D and E socio-
economic grade (“Famous: Media kit”, 2014).  
NW is a local title that began circulation in 1993. Its current circulation is 80,030, with a 
readership of 474,000 (“NW”, 2014). 84 per cent of readers are women, with approximately 18 
per cent aged 18-24, 28 per cent aged 25-34, and 31 per cent aged 35-49. A further 18 per cent 
are aged 50+, suggesting that NW’s audience is spread further than simply across its core target, 
while Famous is much more concentrated around its core. Readers are typically of a slightly 
higher socio-economic status than readers of Famous, with 63 per cent of readers in the B and C 
grades (“NW”, 2014).  
OK! is an international franchise, with the local Australian version launched in 2004. Its 
circulation is 72,012, with a readership of 574,000 (“OK! magazine”, 2014). 87 per cent of 
readers are women, with approximately 51 per cent of readers aged 25-49. A further 19 per cent 
are aged 50+, while 20 per cent are aged 18-24 (“OK! magazine”, 2014). OK! has a socio-
economic distribution very similar to that of NW (“OK! magazine”, 2014). 
Who commenced publication in 1992, and is sister to US magazine People, so as a result, 
regularly has syndicated content, and therefore more access to celebrity “exclusives” (Turner, 
2014a, p. 145; Turner et al., 2000, p. 132). It has a circulation of 108,126, with a readership of 
917,000 (“Who: Media kit”, 2014). 78 per cent of readers are women, with 36 per cent aged 
between 35-49, with a further 21 per cent aged 50-64, and 19 per cent aged 25-34 (“Who: Media 
kit”, 2014). While C remains the most prevalent socio-economic grade, Who has more readers of 
the A and B grades than the other magazines (“Who: Media kit”, 2014).  
18 Although each of these magazines have an online presence, the content there is minimal, 
preferring instead to release their “exclusives” in print.  
 31!
 
3.1.3: News values 
 
This thesis has chosen specifically to analyse Harcup & O’Neill’s (2001) list of news 
values, to investigate if they provide adequate explanation for the type of celebrity news 
stories prioritised in gossip magazines. Harcup and O’Neill’s list was deliberately chosen 
for their rigorous analysis of the suitability of Galtung and Ruge’s (1965) list in a 
contemporary context. In attempting to apply Galtung and Ruge’s list to contemporary 
news stories, particularly contemporary tabloid news stories, Harcup and O’Neill (2001) 
found the list to be inadequate, and thus established their own list, which was more 
suited to the diverse, tabloidised 21st century media landscape (p. 277). Thus, their list is 
more relevant for the analysis of contemporary celebrity news (see Appendix A for the 
full list and descriptions).  
 
3.2: Methodologies  
 
3.2.1: Content analysis 
  
Content analysis in mass communication research has been a commonly used 
methodology since the 18th century (Krippendorff, 2013, p. 10; Krippendorff & Bock, 
2009). The precise nature of how to “do” content analysis has been widely contested, 
though many scholars acknowledge Bernard Berelson’s (1952) definition as a key 
starting point: “content analysis is a research technique for the objective, systematic and 
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quantitative description of the manifest content of communication” (p. 18).19 Each of 
the key terms in this definition has since been hotly contested. Many scholars have 
acknowledged the impossibility of true objectivity and have therefore chosen to omit 
this word from later definitions, choosing instead to focus on the notion of content 
analysis as “replicable” and “valid” (Hansen et al., 1998, p. 95; Krippendorff, 2013, p. 
24).  
  
This thesis adopts the definition put forth by Daniel Riffe, Stephen Lacy and Frederick 
Fico (2005), which states: “quantitative content analysis is the systematic and replicable 
examination of symbols of communication…to describe the communication, draw 
inferences about its meaning, or infer from the communication to its context” (p. 25). 
Quantitative content analysis20 is therefore a systematic, quantitative method that aims 
to describe the manifest messages in the media. As we will see in more detail later, 
textual analysis is a qualitative method that aims to discover the latent messages in a text. 
Thus, applying the two methodologies in one study may give the researcher a better 
sense of the multiple messages apparent in the media. 
  
Content analysis has been used widely in media and communications research, to test 
hypotheses in the study of phenomena such as violence, political coverage, gender roles, 
and representations of other social groups (Gunter, 2000, p. 61; see also Hansen & 
Machin, 2013, p. 85; Krippendorff & Bock, 2009; Riffe et al., 2005). Content analysis 
has often revealed that “public issues are defined in the mass media… overwhelmingly 
by representatives for powerful institutions…  ‘alternative’ voices critical of the status 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
19 Scholars who have acknowledged Berelson’s definition as a starting point include: Gunter 
(2000, p. 56;), Hansen, Cottle, Negrine & Newbold (1998, p. 94), Krippendorff (2013, p. 25), 
Neuendorf (2002, p. 10) and Riffe, Lacy & Fico (2005, p. 24).  
20 Henceforth referred to as simply “content analysis” 
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quo are much less likely to gain a platform in the mainstream media” (Hansen et al., 
1998, p. 108).  
 
As a result, content analysis is well placed to examine the role of the powerful in the 
media, and is thus a useful methodology to count instances of news values occurring, 
and analyse the implications of these values on the type of celebrity news selection and 
coverage in gossip magazines.  
 
3.2.2: Thematic textual analysis 
 
Textual analysis, for Elfriede Fürsich (2009), “is generally a type of qualitative analysis 
that, beyond the manifest content of media, focuses on the underlying ideological and 
cultural assumptions of the text” (p. 240; see also Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). While 
content analysis is defined by its systematic approaches, textual analysis is a more 
subjective, interpretive approach to a text that examines wider social and cultural 
implications (Fürsich, 2009; Jensen & Jankowski, 1991; Krippendorff, 2013; Silverman, 
2000). 
  
In considering the latent meaning of a text, textual analysis has the potential to examine 
the hidden construction of power in texts. Cultural studies tends to recognise the 
hegemonic function of the media, and by conducting a close reading of media texts, 
seeks to make these power relations clear (Fiske, 1992; Fürsich, 2009; McKee, 2003; 
Weerakkody, 2009; White, 1992). Textual analysis of news stories can then help us 
consider more than just which news values are evident, but how these values have 
constructed the story in particular ways, and for what purpose. 
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Textual analysis takes many different forms, one of which is thematic textual analysis. 
According to Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke (2006), “thematic analysis involves the 
searching across a data set… to find repeated patterns of meaning” (p. 86, emphasis in 
original). These patterns (themes) can then be analysed for “underlying ideas, 
assumptions and conceptualizations – and ideologies – that are theorized as shaping or 
informing the semantic content of the data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 84).  
 
Thematic analysis can be exploratory or confirmatory (Guest, MacQueen & Namey, 
2012). Exploratory analysis is content-driven, focusing on what themes and patterns 
emerge from the data, while confirmatory analysis is hypothesis-driven, establishing the 
themes first (Guest et al., 2012, p. 7). Analysing themes individually helps to understand 
the assumptions underpinning them, the implications of each theme, and the overall 
story constructed by the different themes in the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 94).  
 
Textual analysis faces many criticisms for essentially not being content analysis. It is 
subjective (and therefore “biased”), not generalisable, nor is it particularly replicable, and 
as such, for some scholars is an inadequate method for considering media messages 
(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, 1283; Silverman, 2000, pp. 1-2). However, as Alan McKee 
(2001) points out, “every methodology is partial, producing particular, and quite limited 
kinds of information” (p. 1). Therefore, it is better to acknowledge the limitations of 
methodologies, and approach the media with multiple methodologies, in order to better 
understand both the manifest and latent content. 
 
Approaching the media using quantitative and qualitative methodologies in tandem has 
been espoused by Ole Holsti (1969), Klaus Krippendorff (2013), and Kimberly 
Neuendorf (2002). Indeed, according to Neuendorf (2002), “most scholars agree that 
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the ‘best’ approach is one of triangulation, that is, testing for a hypothesized relationship 
among variables with a variety of methods” (p. 49). Judy Gray and Iain Densten (1998) 
suggest “where significant patterns of responses emerge through quantitative methods, 
it is often helpful to fill out the meaning of those patterns through in-depth study using 
qualitative methods to give substance to the areas of focus” (p. 420). The triangulation 
of methods helps to examine trends in media messages, and what these trends might be 
saying in a few specific instances.  
  
This thesis employs both content analysis in order to better understand the broader, 
manifest trends – the news values – in celebrity news, as well as a thematic textual 
analysis to find underlying social implications of particular stories. Employing both 
methodologies in one study allows for a broader understanding of trends in celebrity 
news, and the ideological implications of these trends. 
 
3.3: Process 
 
3.3.1: Content analysis 
 
The “news” and “features” sections of 734 magazines21 from the period December 
2010-July 2014, were examined. Stories were chosen if Miley was the focus of the story, 
either solely, mostly, or equally with other celebrities.  
 
A total of 321 articles relating to Miley were collected,22 and each article’s major features 
were recorded (see Appendix A for the codebook and list of data collected; Appendix C 
for the full coding sheet).  !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
21 179 issues of Famous, 190 of NW, 180 of OK!, and 185 of Who. 
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The content analysis process adapted Harcup and O’Neill’s (2001) approach, with a few 
major departures. Where Harcup and O’Neill considered how many stories fulfilled 
Galtung and Ruge’s news values and then proposed a new set of news values at the 
completion of the analysis, this content analysis conducted an exploratory analysis of 10 
per cent of stories, and used this, as well as literature on celebrity news,23 to propose a 
new set of news values. All 321 articles were then coded according to both Harcup and 
O’Neill’s initial values, and the new set. This was done in order to hypothesise a more 
appropriate set of values, and then simultaneously test them alongside the original set, in 
order to draw conclusions concurrently, and offer data that shows the new news values 
in operation.  
 
An exploratory analysis was conducted on 32 articles,24 considering which of Harcup 
and O’Neill’s news values were apparent in each story, and how a new set of news 
values might better explain the news selection process. The new, celebrity-specific set 
was then proposed, based on an adaptation of Harcup and O’Neill’s values according to 
the frequency of events in the sample, as well as existing literature on celebrity news. 
The resulting list of eight news values is discussed in the following chapter.  
 
As most of the coding process in this content analysis involves value judgements, this 
process lays no claim to objectivity.  Intersubjectivity is employed in place, to test the 
reliability of the principal coder (Neuendorf, 2002, p. 11). Intersubjectivity, defined as a 
high level of consistent agreement among different coders across a series of subjective !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
22 99 from Famous, 114 from NW, 53 from OK!, and 55 from Who. 
23 Of particular importance here was Deuze (2005); Gorin & Dubied (2011); McNamara (2011); 
and Turner (2014a; 2014b). The Literature Review discusses this in more detail. 
24 The 32 were randomly selected, but in proportion to the total number of articles collected per 
magazine: thus, 10 from Famous, 11 from NW, five from OK!, and six from Who. 
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judgements, is employed when the judgements being made cannot be labelled “objective” 
(Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999, p. 269). Harcup and O’Neill (2001) adopted a 
similar process, coding their initial stories together, noting that the study could only be 
broadly indicative, rather than rigorously scientific (p. 269).  
 
Following the initial exploratory study, a further random (but in proportion) 10 per cent 
sample was chosen in order to test for intersubjectivity, by testing inter-coder reliability. 
Inter-coder reliability was measured twice: by looking at what percentage of stories were 
coded the same by the principal coder and the secondary coders, and using Cohen’s 
Kappa, a calculated coefficient that aims to eliminate chance in coding results (J. Cohen, 
1960; Hansen & Machin, 2013; Lombard, Snyder-Duch & Bracken, 2002; Neuendorf, 
2002; Stemler, 2001; Weerokkady, 2009).  
 
Two additional coders (Coders A and B) were chosen, and trained according to the 
codebook (see Appendix A). While acceptable levels of agreement vary among different 
content analysis practitioners, this thesis took Niranjala Weerakkody’s (2009, p. 158) per 
cent agreement level of 80 per cent as acceptable, and J. Richard Landis and Gary G. 
Koch’s (1977, p. 165) understanding that a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.61-0.8 reflects 
“substantial” agreement, with 0.81-1 reflecting “almost perfect” agreement. Substantial 
agreement was considered acceptable for this thesis.25 The agreement scores are 
illustrated in Tables 3.01 and 3.02.  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
25 Scores were calculated using ReCal2, an open-source program for calculating coding scores 
(Freelon, 2011) 
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Variable Per cent agreement Cohen’s Kappa score 
Focus, attitude, source 78.8 per cent 0.692 
Harcup and O’Neill news values 89.4 per cent 0.789 
New news values 84.2 per cent 0.665 
Table 3.01: Coder A/Principal coder agreement scores 
 
Variable  Per cent agreement Cohen’s Kappa score 
Focus, attitude, source 84.8 per cent 0.771 
Harcup and O’Neill news values 90.9 per cent 0.817 
New news values 81.5 per cent 0.609 
Table 3.02: Coder B/Principal coder agreement scores 
 
As a whole, these scores reflected an acceptable level of agreement among Coders A 
and B with the principal coder. Given the one result below 80 per cent and one below 
0.61 Cohen’s Kappa (Table 3.01; Table 3.02), two further measures were taken to 
ensure reliability. Firstly, intracoder reliability was tested, where the principal coder re-
coded the 10 per cent sample at a later date, when it was integrated in the total sample 
(Table 3.03).  
 
 
Variable  Per cent agreement Cohen’s Kappa score 
Focus, attitude, source 92.9 per cent 0.895 
Harcup and O’Neill news values 93.1 per cent 0.859 
New news values 90.6 per cent 0.806 
Table 3.03: Principal coder intracoder agreement scores 
  
The level of intracoder agreement was much higher than the base level of acceptability, 
suggesting consistency in the coding process. As a second measure, Coders A and B 
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were given the opportunity to discuss disagreements and suggest changes to the 
principal coder. Accordingly, the list of proposed news values was altered in order to 
accommodate these changes. In particular, the names of the values were changed to 
more adequately reflect the nature of the stories.26 
 
Following these tests and adaptations to ensure the reliability of the principal coder, the 
remainder of the stories were then coded. The results of this process are discussed in 
the following chapter.  
 
3.3.2: Thematic textual analysis 
 
Once all the articles were coded, the most newsworthy stories were selected for a 
thematic textual analysis. The most newsworthy were deemed to be the main cover 
stories27 as they were the articles given most prominence by the publication’s editorial 
team (Clayman & Reisner, 1998). Chapter Four demonstrates that these stories were 
also more likely to fulfil more news values, thus confirming Galtung and Ruge’s (1965) 
additivity hypothesis.  
 
The main cover stories were grouped according to three broad themes: stories relating 
to Miley’s appearance, her substance abuse, and her romantic or sex life.28 These themes, 
and the subthemes within them, were inductively selected, based largely on the headlines 
of each of the articles, and thus an exploratory thematic analysis was conducted (Guest 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
26 This process is discussed in more detail in the following chapter.  
27 The main cover stories are those that feature most prominently on the cover. See Appendix B 
for an example of how a typical cover is broken down. 
28 These themes are based on stories from the gossip magazines, not actual events. Hence, it 
might be more appropriate to describe it as “alleged substance abuse” and “alleged sex life” for 
example. For brevity’s sake, alleged has been omitted. 
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et al., 2012). Stories from each theme were then analysed together, to see how the 
magazines treat each theme, and how they might fit into a normative framework.  
 
It was not appropriate to conduct the textual analysis by separating articles into news 
values, because many stories fulfilled several news values. The themes chosen loosely fit 
with three of the major content-based news values, but often stories would treat the 
content in such a way as to amplify other news values concurrently. Accordingly, 
analysing each theme separately revealed how stories in each theme presented the news 
values (often semantically), and subsequently interrogated the underlying assumptions 
and ideologies present in these values (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  
 
The thematic analysis utilised the literature on news, news values and normativity 
presented in Chapter Two. Combining the literature on normativity with the views 
presented in the articles helped to explain whether or not these news values were 
upholding dominant normative ideologies, in the same way that serious news has been 
seen to do (Hall, 1981a; Hartley, 1982; see also Section 2.1). The analysis also used the 
literature on celebrity news to understand the different role and function of this kind of 
news, and how moral communities were created through the news values and stories.  
 
Understanding how the news values have been presented was largely apparent through 
textual conventions, given that news is subject to language and narrative devices (Bird & 
Dardenne, 2009; Fowler, 1991; Hartley, 2009). The prominence given to headlines, pull 
out quotes, break out boxes, and the story leads suggests that any text presented in these 
modes has more weight than other parts of the text. The quotes from “anonymous”29 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
29 “Anonymous” is here put in quotation marks because the source cannot be verified, and 
indeed, it is common to assume that anonymous sources are simply “made up” (van Zoonen, 
1998, p. 121). This is discussed in more detail in Chapter Five. 
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sources were considered alongside these more visual techniques as high salience features, 
because these parts of the stories often constituted the most fabricated elements of the 
stories, as well as often the least “impartial” aspects, and were therefore much more 
likely to pass a normalising judgement on the news event. That is, the journalists are free 
to fabricate quotes to substantiate the often similarly fabricated angle of the story. 
Further, the choice of words and their connotations were also analysed, as news and 
news values are constructed through language (Allan, 2010a; Fowler, 1991; Hall, 1981a).  
Due to the limited scope of this thesis, the analysis focused largely on the text of each 
article, rather than the images, for while the photos may provide the alleged evidence for 
the offences detailed in the article, the text is where the normalising judgements are 
typically made.  
 
Finally, after all the themes were analysed individually, the textual analysis then 
considered the overall narrative present across all the themes, to understand what types 
of news events (and thus news values) were privileged across the collection period, and 
what this meant for the ways celebrity news is understood, as both a genre of news, and 
a product of hegemonic, normative narratives.  
 
 
3.4: Conclusion 
 
This chapter has explained why this thesis is focusing on coverage of Miley Cyrus in 
Australian gossip magazines. It has also explained why content analysis and thematic 
textual analysis are the chosen methodologies for the study, and how they have been 
implemented. Chapters Four and Five will discuss the results of the content analysis and 
the thematic textual analysis respectively.  
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Chapter Four: The News Values, Applied  
Content Analysis Results and Discussion  
 
This chapter explores the results of the first stage of analysis for this thesis: the content 
analysis. While the intercoder reliability tests in the Methodology reflected substantial 
agreement between the principal coder and subsequent coders, and an almost perfect 
level of intracoder reliability of the principal coder at the beginning and the end of the 
coding process, these results still reflect subjective interpretation, and, like Harcup and 
O’Neill’s (2001) content analysis, “must be considered as only broadly indicative 
findings of fallible human beings” (p. 268). This chapter will examine some of the 
broader trends to arise from the data.  
 
4.1: The data 
 
As was discussed in Chapter Three, news articles about Miley were collected from four 
gossip magazines throughout a 191-week period, from December 2010 until the end of 
July 2014. A total of 321 articles were collected, ranging in length from one quarter of a 
page to 10 pages long. While Miley was the focus of all 321 articles, she ranged from 
being the sole or primary focus, to sharing the focus equally with multiple other people, 
such as in “stars without makeup” stories (see Figure 4.01).  
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Figure 4.01: Breakdown of stories by their focus 
 
In the earlier stages of the time period, articles were much less frequent, suggesting that 
for the better part of 2011, Miley was not considered particularly newsworthy. Figure 
4.02 shows the exact frequency of articles during the time period, thus allowing for a 
better understanding of exactly when Miley was most newsworthy. It is broken down by 
months, and reflected as a percentage of the total issues that month.30 The level of 
coverage increased dramatically in mid-2012, and remained high from there on. Miley 
was most newsworthy in November 2013, with 17 articles in 16 possible issues collected 
that month. 
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
30 Given that the number of weeks in a month varies, and the variation in the number of issues 
published, there ranged from 13 to 20 issues (of all four magazines combined) per month. Thus, 
in order to most accurately represent frequency, it was necessary to take the articles as a 
percentage of the total issues in any given month. 
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Figure 4.02: Frequency of articles (as a percentage of total issues per month) 
 
An overview of the key events depicted in the 191-week period is shown in Figure 4.03. 
This timeline is not exhaustive, but gives a general indication of the events that were 
covered. Some of the news stories depicting these particular events will be detailed in 
the next chapter.  
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Figure 4.03: A timeline of the key events in Miley’s life (according to the gossip magazines)31 
 
Also collected in the coding process was the main source of each article (Figure 4.04), 
and the article’s attitude towards Miley (Figure 4.05). The main source was that which 
provided the bulk of new information for the story. The categories for the main source 
were picture (whether the story is entirely driven by a [paparazzi] photo), an anonymous 
source, a named source that was not Miley, indirect Miley (whether the story is entirely 
driven by a tweet, a photo Miley took herself, a performance, a video, or an interview 
with another publication), and direct Miley (whether Miley spoke directly to the 
magazine). The anonymous source appeared most often, with 48.6 per cent of stories 
credited to an anonymous person (Figure 4.04).  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
31 Billy Ray [Cyrus], a singer, is Miley’s father. Liam [Hemsworth], an Australian actor was 
Miley’s long term boyfriend. Jen [Jennifer Lawrence] is an actress, and Hemsworth’s co-star in 
blockbuster film The Hunger Games. January [Jones] is an actress who the magazines speculate 
had a relationship with Hemsworth. The salvia scandal occurred around Miley’s 18th birthday, 
when footage of her smoking the substance was leaked. The weed scandal occurred around her 
19th birthday, when footage of friends joking about her marijuana habits was leaked. The VMAs 
performance occurred in August 2013, and is described in the Introduction as “infamous”. 
Some of the events in this timeline are described in more detail in Chapter Five. 
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Figure 4.04: Breakdown of stories by their source 
 
The article’s attitude was determined through whether or not the article appeared to 
blame, judge, or criticise Miley, and was measured in three categories: positive toward 
Miley, neutral, or negative toward Miley. 55.1 per cent of stories were deemed negative 
(Figure 4.05).  An analysis of the correlation between attitude and sources revealed that 
negative attitude stories were more likely to use anonymous sources, with 60 per cent of 
negative stories employing an anonymous source, compared with 49 per cent of the 
general sample (p<0.05),32 while, conversely, positive stories were much less likely to use 
an anonymous source (29 per cent compared to 49 per cent, p<0.05).  
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
32 This thesis uses Pearson's chi-square tests for statistical significance. The chi-square test 
allows us to test whether two variables are significantly associated with one another by 
comparing the observed results with the results one would expect by chance if the variables 
were independent of one another. The chi-square test then returns a p-value that denotes how 
likely it is that the observed results could have occurred purely by chance. Statistical significance 
was accepted as p= 0.05. P-values of greater than 0.05 indicate that the two variables are likely 
to be independent of one another. The closer the p-value to zero, the less likely the results 
would be observed by chance (“Compare observed and expected frequencies”, 2014). 
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Figure 4.05: Breakdown of stories by their attitude towards Miley 
 
Based on the above data, in approximately three and a half years since Miley turned 18, 
Australian gossip magazines have published 321 articles about her, the majority of 
which (79 per cent) were published during or after June 2012.33 Almost half of these 
stories came from anonymous sources, and more than half portrayed Miley in a negative 
manner.  
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
33 It is worth noting that Miley got engaged to Liam Hemsworth in June 2012, and drastically 
changed her appearance in August 2012. Both of these events could contribute to her elevated 
newsworthiness.  
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4.2: Old vs. new: Harcup and O’Neill and why new news values are 
necessary 
 
4.2.1: Testing Harcup and O’Neill’s values 
 
All 321 stories were coded using both Harcup and O’Neill’s, and the new news values. 
While the stories reflected Harcup and O’Neill’s typology, these classifications were 
often inadequate. This is not perhaps unsurprising, given Harcup and O’Neill’s (2001) 
values were created through analysis of newspapers (p. 267), and therefore also had to 
reflect serious news. 
 
The first of their values, (for Harcup and O’Neill’s full list and definitions, refer to the 
codebook – Appendix A) ‘the power elite’, did not feature in the articles about Miley, 
while conversely their second, ‘celebrity’, was by virtue of the genre of news being 
studied, present in every article. The category of ‘entertainment’ was similarly ubitiquous, 
given that gossip magazines are, by their very nature, entertaining. Accordingly, all three 
of these values could be discounted, the first because of its ill fit, the second and third 
because they are compulsory hallmarks of the genre being evaluated.  
 
‘Surprise’, ‘good news’, and ‘bad news’ were adequate descriptors for the majority of the 
stories in this analysis, however they were a little vague. ‘Good’ and ‘bad’ were value 
judgements that were difficult to relate to celebrity news, particularly because the 
examples Harcup and O’Neill (2001) give in their analysis are rescues and cures, or 
conflict and tragedy (p. 279). The ‘good’ in stories about Miley was not the same 
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unambiguous societal good toward which the original categories are oriented. Stories 
with positive overtones were typically stories about a Miley’s success, either in her 
personal life, or in her career. Stories with negative overtones were usually about Miley 
fighting with other celebrities, stories with some degree of sadness or personal loss, or 
stories about Miley misbehaving. ‘Surprise’ also figured in stories of misbehaviour, 
labelling them as shocking or scandalous.  
 
‘Magnitude’, stories that impact a large number of people (Harcup & O’Neill, 2001, p. 
279), did not figure in the sample at all, because again it was difficult to equate any of 
the celebrity stories in the sample as having a similar level of impact as a natural disaster 
or a federal election. ‘Relevance’ also appeared to be an inappropriate category, given 
that the reader’s selection of a gossip magazine would appear to render any celebrity 
gossip ‘relevant’ to them. While relevance may be a factor in selection, generally what is 
relevant is what is fulfilled by the other news values, and therefore it becomes 
superfluous.  
 
‘Follow-up’ has a very different premise in gossip magazines. While stories often tend to 
stay in the news for lengthy periods of time (the six month debate surrounding the 
status of Miley’s relationship to Liam Hemsworth being a particularly salient example), 
from week to week aspects of the debate might change completely, with seemingly no 
recollection of what was said the previous week (pregnancy scandals often arose and 
subsequently disappeared every other issue). Thus, follow-up is better described as 
whether or not the story is part of an ‘ongoing saga’, or whether it stands alone.  
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Finally, ‘newspaper agenda’, in a gossip magazine context, is much better interpreted as 
commerciality. The main agenda of gossip magazines is to sell copies, and everything in 
its contents orients toward this goal, and thus fits the magazine’s agenda. 
 
Thus, while some of Harcup and O’Neill’s news values fit with the stories, others were 
inappropriate, and others still needed to be adapted and expanded for the celebrity news 
genre. 
 
4.2.2: Adapting Harcup and O’Neill’s values for the celebrity news genre: A new set of 
celebrity news values 
 
By considering a 10 per cent sample of the data collected, as well as existing literature on 
celebrity news, a new set of ten values were hypothesised, adapted from Harcup and 
O’Neill’s list.34 ‘The power elite’, ‘magnitude’ and ‘relevance’ were disregarded 
completely, and ‘entertainment’ and ‘celebrity’ became hallmarks of the genre. ‘Bad 
news’ became ‘feud’ or ‘sad celebs’, while ‘good news’ became ‘A-list status’ or ‘good 
behaviour’. ‘Surprise’ and ‘bad news’ tended to collapse together, indicating the genre’s 
reliance on scandal,35 becoming ‘shocking sexuality’, ‘bad behaviour’, and ‘bad bodies’. 
Finally, ‘follow-up’ became ‘ongoing saga’.36   
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
34 This process is discussed in more detail in the Methodology.  
35 The genre’s reliance on scandal has been documented by Deuze (2005); Dubied & Hanitzsch 
(2014); and Gorin & Dubied (2011).  
36 During the data collection, it became apparent that another news value, extra-commerciality, 
could exist. This value refers specifically to stories that existed for cross-promotional purposes, 
such as stories about celebrities in reality television programmes owned by the magazine’s 
parent company (Turner, 2014b, p. 40). It is typically reserved for local reality stars (Turner, 
2010; Turner, 2014b). As Miley was involved in none of these stories, further research would be 
required to comprehensively analyse the possibility of this value.  
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As well as ‘celebrity’ and ‘entertainment’ driving the genre, two other key elements were 
detected across most stories. The equating of celebrity news with gossip meant that 
there was a desire to humanise the celebrities in the stories, calling attention to their 
ordinariness (Johnson, 2004, p.52).37 Thus, stories that were designed to humanise the 
celebrity were evident in all news values except ‘A-list status’. Further, Kim McNamara 
(2011) details the importance of the image in celebrity news, and how this has made 
paparazzi agencies akin to news wire services (see also Turner, 2014b). Thus, the image 
is central to almost all news stories, particularly when the image itself fulfils several of 
the news values.  
 
These eight values, initially named otherwise, were then tested with Coders A and B. 
Following discussion with the secondary coders, the values were given colloquial names 
to reflect the tongue-in-cheek nature of the celebrity news genre (Holmes, 2005). The 
names were also chosen in order to adequately reflect the magnitude of the events they 
were describing, as the secondary coders were reticent to equate celebrity affairs with 
terms of great magnitude. Therefore, ‘feud’ was changed from ‘conflict,’ to dissociate 
from war and other large-scale conflicts. ‘Shocking sexuality’ was initially conceived as 
‘sexual transgression’, but was changed because the behaviour that this news value was 
trying to describe could rarely be described as truly transgressive, and was instead largely 
anything on the periphery of the topmost tier of Rubin’s sexual hierarchy (Rubin, 1984, 
pp. 282-283).38  
 
 
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
37 The supposed “ordinariness” of the celebrity in these news stories plays into Hermes’ (1995) 
“extended family” repertoire of gossip, as well as the desire of readers to integrate celebrity 
stories into their everyday lives (Turner, 2014b, p. 119).  
38 This is discussed in more detail in the following chapter.  
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As a result of this analysis and adaptation, the eight celebrity news values are:  
 
! ‘FEUD’: Stories that involve two or more celebrities engaged in any sort of 
conflict or fight. 
 
! ‘A-LIST STATUS’: Stories about a celebrity’s career, or about aspects of their 
lives that have come about as a direct result of their career success (for example 
stories of wealth and exclusive parties). Stories that demonstrate the 
unattainability or exclusivity of celebrity status. 
 
! ‘GOOD BEHAVIOUR’: Stories that depict a celebrity’s success or happiness in 
their personal lives, stories that could be considered the antithesis to ‘shocking 
sexuality’, ‘bad behaviour’, and ‘bad bodies’. 
 
! ‘SAD CELEBS’: Stories about a celebrity’s personal loss, heartbreak, sadness, 
sickness, or fear of violence/danger. 
 
! ‘SHOCKING SEXUALITY’: Stories that depict sexual behaviour that is seen to 
be shocking, or crossing boundaries of acceptability. 
 
! ‘BAD BEHAVIOUR’: Stories that depict other behaviours generally considered 
to cross boundaries of acceptability. This may include stories about excessive 
consumption – of drugs, alcohol, or food – or partying, stories about law 
breaking, or other rebellious behaviour. 
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! ‘BAD BODIES’: Stories that depict unhealthy celebrity bodies (too fat, too thin, 
too plastic).  
 
! ‘ONGOING SAGA’: Stories that depict celebrities already in the news, or 
stories that are continually unfolding or subject to speculation. To what extent 
does the story require background knowledge to fully comprehend? To what 
extent would be we compelled to continue to follow the saga next week? 
 
With these definitions in mind, the next section will explore how these values figured in 
the 321 stories collected, and what relationship (if any) they had to other values, to the 
sources of the story, and to the story’s attitude toward Miley.  
 
4.3: The new news values 
 
Before examining the occurrence of the new news values across the stories collected, it 
is important to test their validity in reflecting the news. As these values were created 
through a process of exploratory analysis and an examination of literature on news 
values and celebrity news, it was imagined that they would adequately reflect what the 
gossip magazines deemed news.  
 
Galtung and Ruge’s (1965) additivity hypothesis states: “the higher the total score 
[number of news values fulfilled] of an event, the higher the probability that it will 
become news, and even make headlines” (p. 71). Therefore, it should be anticipated that 
the most newsworthy stories would fulfil more news values. Additionally, the most 
important or newsworthy stories, as considered by the publication’s editorial team, are 
generally those that appear on the front page (Clayman & Reisner, 1998). In order to 
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test the validity of the new news values, it was therefore expected that there be a high 
correlation between stories on the cover, and stories that fulfilled more news values. 
 
Of the 321 stories collected, 144 appeared on the cover, either as the main cover story 
(39 articles), a smaller image (83 articles), or text alone (22 articles).39 Across the 321 
stories, a total of 1036 news values were counted, giving an average of 3.2 values per 
story. Across the 144 cover stories, a total of 493 news values were present, giving an 
average of 3.4 values per story. While this difference appears small, it is statistically 
significant (p<0.05), and therefore, it can be said that cover stories generally fulfilled 
more of the news values than stories not on the cover. Thus, it can be said that the 
values are generally reflective of the magazines’ view of newsworthiness. The level of 
fulfilment of the values by the magazines is also testament to this. 
 
Figure 4.06 shows how the news values have been distributed across all 321 stories, the 
144 cover stories, and the 39 feature cover stories. The three different columns show a 
general similarity in distribution across the values.40  
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
39 Main cover stories are those that had the biggest headline and image on the cover for that 
particular week. Accordingly, there is only one such story per week. The main cover stories 
form the foundation of the thematic textual analysis in the following chapter. Smaller image 
stories usually appeared around the edges of the cover, with often around four or five each week. 
Text alone stories were those that had just a teaser headline across the top or bottom of the 
magazine’s cover. See Appendix B for an example.  
40 Any larger proportional differences were tested using chi-square and found to have no 
statistical significance (p>0.05). Thus, while a smaller proportion of ‘good behaviour’ stories 
appeared on the cover than inside the magazines, it was not statistically significant and we 
therefore cannot conclude that there is a correlation between these two factors.  
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Figure 4.06: Distribution of each of the news values across all stories, all cover stories, and the main 
cover stories 
 
4.3.1: ‘Feud’ 
 
A total of 120 stories were seen to contain elements of ‘feud’. While slightly more ‘feud’ 
stories than the general sample were negative, it was not statistically significant (see 
Figure 4.07, as compared to Figure 4.05). Articles containing ‘feud’, however, were more 
likely to use an anonymous source, with 66 per cent (Figure 4.07) using an anonymous 
source as the main source, compared with 49 per cent generally (Figure 4.04; p<0.05). 
The ‘feud’ news value was also overwhelmingly likely to be coupled with ‘shocking 
sexuality’ and/or ‘ongoing saga’. Of the stories containing ‘feud’, 76 per cent also 
contained ‘shocking sexuality’, compared with 52 per cent of all stories (p<0.05), and 92 
per cent contained ‘ongoing saga’, compared with 76 per cent of the general sample 
(p<0.05). All three values occurred together in 27 per cent of stories, compared to the 
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expected rate41 of a 15 per cent correlation (p<0.05), indicating that these values were 
not independent of each other. 
 
 
Figure 4.07: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘feud’ 
 
4.3.2: ‘A-list status’ 
 
A total of 151 stories were seen to contain the ‘A-list status’ news value. These stories 
were distributed fairly similarly to the general sample with regard to attitude toward 
Miley, and use of sources (see Figure 4.08). These 151 stories also contained a similar 
distribution of other news values to the general sample, which suggests that there is no 
significant correlation between this and other news values. 
 
 
Figure 4.08: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘A-list status’ 
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
41 The expected rate is given by the respective probabilities of all three values taken together. 
That is, 120/321 x 169/321 x 245/321 = 15 per cent. 
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4.3.3: ‘Good behaviour’ 
 
Stories about ‘good behaviour’ occurred 77 times and were, unsurprisingly, more likely 
to have a positive attitude toward Miley (49 per cent positive compared to 18 per cent 
of the general sample, p<0.05). They were also much less likely to come from an 
anonymous source (31 per cent as compared to 49 per cent, p<0.05; Figure 4.09). There 
were no significant pairings with other news values, and ‘good behaviour’ was more 
likely to not be paired with other values, including, unsurprisingly, ‘sad celebs’ (seven 
per cent of ‘good behaviour’ stories also contained ‘sad celebs’, compared with the 
general 20 per cent, p<0.05).  
 
 
Figure 4.09: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘good behaviour’ 
 
4.3.4: ‘Sad celebs’ 
 
The ‘sad celebs’ news value had the least occurrence, with 63 appearances in the 321 
stories. The attitude towards Miley was fairly similarly distributed to the general sample, 
suggesting that an unhappy event for Miley was not significantly more likely to generate 
a changed attitude toward Miley from the magazines (Figure 4.10). ‘Sad celebs’ stories 
were more likely to be from anonymous sources (63 per cent compared to 49 per cent, 
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p<0.05) and less likely to be based on paparazzi images alone: six per cent of articles 
relied on the image as its main source, compared to 19 per cent generally (p<0.05). 
There were no significant relationships with other values.  
 
 
Figure 4.10: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘sad celebs’ 
 
4.3.5: ‘Shocking sexuality’ 
 
‘Shocking sexuality’ was the most common of the news values relating directly to the 
content of the news event, occurring 169 times in the 321 stories. As shown previously, 
it was often coupled with ‘feud’, and was more likely to be paired with ‘ongoing saga’ as 
well: 84 per cent of ‘shocking sexuality’ stories also contained ‘ongoing saga’, compared 
with 76 per cent generally (p<0.05). These stories were also more likely to have a 
negative attitude toward Miley, as shown in Figure 4.11 (66 per cent compared with 55 
per cent, p<0.05) and were much more likely to come from an anonymous source (66 
per cent compared to 49 per cent, p<0.05). As well as pairings with ‘feud’ and ‘ongoing 
saga’, stories containing ‘shocking sexuality’ were more likely to also contain ‘bad 
behaviour’ (49 per cent of ‘shocking sexuality’ also featured ‘bad behaviour’, compared 
with 41 per cent of the general sample, p<0.05).  
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Figure 4.11: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘shocking sexuality’ 
 
4.3.6: ‘Bad behaviour’ 
 
‘Bad behaviour’ occurred in 132 of the 321 stories. As seen previously, ‘bad behaviour’ 
often paired with ‘shocking sexuality’. Stories of ‘bad behaviour’ were far more likely to 
reflect a negative attitude towards Miley, with 80 per cent of these articles fulfilling that 
category, as shown in Figure 4.12 (p<0.05). ‘Bad behaviour’ stories were also more likely 
to contain ‘ongoing saga’, with 88 per cent of ‘bad behaviour’ stories also fulfilling this 
value, compared with 76 per cent generally (p<0.05). Finally, ‘bad behaviour’ stories, 
unsurprisingly, rarely paired with ‘good behaviour’, with only six per cent of ‘bad 
behaviour’ stories also containing ‘good behaviour’, compared with 26 per cent of the 
general sample (p<0.05).  
 
 
Figure 4.12: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘bad behaviour’ 
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4.3.7: ‘Bad bodies’ 
 
The ‘bad bodies’ news value occurred in 79 stories during the period. These stories were 
more likely to be negative toward Miley (69 per cent compared to 55 per cent, p<0.05, 
Figure 4.13), and had a fairly even distribution of sources, compared to the general 
sample. There were no significant pairings with other news values.  
 
 
Figure 4.13: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘bad bodies’ 
 
4.3.8: ‘Ongoing saga’ 
 
Of the 321 articles, 245 were considered to be part of an ‘ongoing saga’. These stories 
had a similar distribution of attitudes toward Miley, but featured slightly more 
anonymous sources (58 per cent anonymous as compared to 49 per cent, p<0.05, see 
Figure 4.14). As previously seen, the ‘ongoing saga’ was often coupled with ‘feud’ 
and/or ‘shocking sexuality’.   
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Figure 4.14: The source and attitude breakdown of stories containing ‘ongoing saga’ 
 
 
4.4: Cover stories 
 
A total of 144 stories appeared on the cover.42 These stories had a fairly even 
distribution of attitudes toward Miley, with 62 per cent of stories coming from 
anonymous sources, compared with 49 per cent generally (p<0.05, compare Figure 4.15 
with 4.04). Other news values were distributed across these stories in a similar way to 
the distributions in the general sample, suggesting there is no one news value that is 
more likely to make the cover. 
 
 
Figure 4.15: The source and attitude breakdown of stories that were featured on the cover 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
42 The sample of 39 feature cover stories is too small to allow for a significant analysis, and as a 
result, all cover stories are discussed instead.  
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4.5: A summary of the key findings  
 
The above findings have demonstrated that the new celebrity news values align well 
with the 321 Miley articles collected. Some of the key findings of the content analysis 
process include: 
 
! Miley became more newsworthy from mid-2012 onwards, and was most 
newsworthy in November 2013 
! She was more newsworthy in Famous and NW than in Who or OK! 
! Stories were more likely to be negative toward Miley, with anonymous sources 
most common. Additionally, negative stories were more likely to use anonymous 
sources, suggesting a correlation between these two factors 
! Cover stories fulfilled slightly more of the news values than the general sample 
! ‘Ongoing saga’ was the most popular news value, and ‘shocking sexuality’ was 
the most popular that related directly to aspects of the news event 
! Key pairings of news values include ‘ongoing saga’, ‘feud’, and ‘shocking 
sexuality’; ‘shocking sexuality’ and ‘bad behaviour’; and ‘bad behaviour’ and 
‘ongoing saga’  
 
Based on these key findings, the next chapter will undertake a thematic textual analysis 
of the main stories featured on the cover, in order to examine if and how these stories, 
and the news values salient in them, uphold and maintain normative hierarchies.  
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Chapter Five: The News as Narrative  
A Thematic Textual Analysis of the Role of News Values in 
Creating News Narratives 
 
This chapter will conduct a thematic textual analysis of the 39 main cover stories (see 
Appendix B for an example cover) collected during the content analysis process. These 
39 articles have been organised into three broad categories: stories about Miley’s 
appearance, her romantic or sex life, and her substance abuse.43 Stories were organised 
into these themes largely as a result of the focus of their headline. Within these 
categories are more specific sub-themes, however these three overarching themes help 
to see broadly the types of stories for which Miley was most newsworthy. The textual 
analysis reveals how stories in each of these themes construct both the news values, and 
a broader narrative of normativity, that is emblematic of gossip’s role in sharing and 
creating moral community.  
 
It is worth recalling here Galtung and Ruge’s (1965) distortion hypothesis that states: 
“Once a news item has been selected what makes it newsworthy according to the 
factors will be accentuated” (p. 71). Both Hartley (1982, p. 79) and Harcup and O’Neill 
(2001, p. 276) have also pointed out that news values are particularly salient in the text, 
with the potential to influence how the story is written. Thus, in any given story it can 
be expected that particular news values will be amplified. This is likely due to the !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
43 Compilation stories, those about a number of celebrities at once (such as “stars without 
makeup” or “bikini bodies” specials) are omitted from this analysis because Miley is not the 
primary focus of such stories. Accordingly, these stories are outside the research questions this 
thesis is seeking to answer (see the Introduction). 11 of the main cover stories were compilation 
articles.  
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reliance of news on literary and linguistic devices, and its tendency to construct stories 
according to particular story-telling devices and stereotypes: in some ways, the news 
values become literary conventions themselves (see Bird & Dardenne, 2009; Hartley, 
2009).  
 
The amplification process is likely to be even more pertinent in celebrity news. 
According to Turner (2014a), the truth is not important in celebrity news (p. 150). 
Knowing explicitly what is or is not true in a celebrity news context is near impossible,44 
beyond perhaps recognising the failure of a reported “pregnancy” to then eventuate into 
a child some months later (for, as shall be seen later on, abortion is never a possibility in 
these stories). When journalists rely on anonymous sources, it becomes impossible for 
readers to ascertain the story’s credibility (A. Bell, 1991, p. 193). As the content analysis 
showed, 49 per cent of the stories collected relied on information provided by an 
anonymous source (62 per cent of cover stories). This information, then, cannot be 
verified, and indeed according to van Zoonen (1998), is “often made up” (p. 121). Jack 
Marx (2004) notes that the celebrity weeklies engage more in “creative writing” than 
journalism, labelling the magazines as “the most outrageous fiction of all”. Additionally, 
Jane Nicholls, former editor of Who magazine, in an interview with Richard Aedy (2014) 
on ABC Radio National, notes that the “so-called journalists” often “make up stories, 
they interview their keyboards”. Glynn (2000) notes that it is tabloid’s tendency toward 
“fantastic storytelling” that separates it from conventional journalism most clearly. For 
him, “fantastic tabloidism… challenges both the substantive contents of conventional 
journalism and the stance toward knowledge on which it relies” (Glynn, 2000, p. 144). !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
44 Of course, even discussing the presence of a single “truth” contrasts some of the 
philosophical groundings upon which the likes of Bird (1992) and Glynn (2000) discuss the 
production of knowledge in tabloid media. These debates may also fall into the trap of accepting 
the celebrity as “authentic”, an already highly fraught territory (see Gamson, 2006; Holmes, 
2006; Marshall, 2006b; Marwick & boyd, 2011; Meyers, 2009) 
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The gossip magazines’ differing attitudes towards knowledge highlight both the 
different function of these types of news, and necessarily the different conventions 
involved. This supports the need for new news values.  
 
Given that celebrity news and the news stories featured in this analysis have a tendency 
to stay away from “truth”, the likelihood that news values are amplified in the writing of 
the stories becomes higher. The tendency of news to utilise story-telling devices (Bird & 
Dardenne, 2009), coupled with celebrity news’ relaxed attitude to facts means there are 
few limitations on celebrity news journalists embellishing their stories in order to tell a 
better tale. The news values, then, as conventions of these tales, play particularly 
important roles in assessing both the social function of this kind of news, and whether 
or not the news narratives uphold normative values. As shall be seen, the desire to fulfil 
as many news values as possible has led to more events and behaviours being described 
as “shocking,” which in turn, as will be shown, creates a more conservative picture of 
socially acceptable behaviour.   
 
The Literature Review touched on the ability of tabloid news to be reduced to a few 
basic story types (Gripsrud, 2000, p. 295), and to draw on features of oral storytelling 
and folklore (Bird, 1992), as well as the ways news replicates narrative structures and 
conventions (Bird & Dardenne, 2009). It also looked at gossip’s ability to tell cautionary 
tales (Lumby, 1999, p. 105) and provide a space to debate social and cultural norms 
(Turner, 2014b, p. 27). Bird and Dardenne (2009) note that the narrative conventions 
present in news tend to frame stories in particular ways that serve to uphold dominant 
ideologies and existing knowledges (p. 208). They also observe the way that those in 
power use news narratives as a way to overshadow or eliminate “competing narratives” 
(Bird & Dardenne, 2009, p. 209). Given the tendency of gossip magazines toward 
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fiction, we can thus read the narratives presented as deliberately, willfully chosen to 
present and maintain a particular ideological view of the world, by overshadowing or 
eliminating other narratives. Because these narratives are deliberately fabricated by the 
journalists and editors rather than being based on an accurate portrayal of factual events, 
and because particular narratives, values and norms are chosen over others, the 
ideological implications of the stories demands interpretation. The semi-fictional nature 
of this “journalism” becomes an open space where writers and editors can concoct any 
moral tale of their choice. The following analysis will reveal that these gossip magazines 
choose to tell tales underpinned by heteronormativity. 
 
Turner et al. (2000) note that “the factual status” of celebrity news “is, to quite some 
extent, immaterial” (p. 139). Studies have shown that readers of celebrity news are aware 
the magazines are often not factual, and are instead seeking entertainment in reading 
these magazines, as well as ways to reflect on their own moral and social behaviours and 
standards (Aedy, 2014; Feasey, 2008; Johannson, 2006). In an interview with Aedy 
(2014) on the same ABC Radio National program as Nicholls, Ann Helen Petersen 
notes that social media platforms allow audiences the chance to seek truth directly from 
the celebrity, further negating any responsibility of gossip magazines to the facts. As a 
result, gossip magazines could be said to have a tendency towards satire. That they are 
simply emulating some of the key elements of journalism – facts, sources and news 
formats – and that the audience is aware of this, suggests an ability to play with form, so 
as to enhance the entertainment value of the news, while simultaneously maintaining its 
commitment to developing moral community. Holmes (2005) notes that UK magazine 
heat describes itself as tongue in cheek, and it is not unlikely that this same attitude also 
appears in Australian magazines.  
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The Literature Review also discussed how norms come to be: recall that “normal” is an 
ideal state of being, often dictated by dominant groups, and is used to regulate 
subordinate groups (Jagose, 2012, p. 50; Rubin, 1984; Warner, 1999b). Norms are 
behaviours that are deemed acceptable, but as Rubin (1984) writes, there is a struggle 
over where to draw the line (p. 282; also recall Figure 2.01). As gossip is constructed as a 
site from which to debate these norms, much of the focus of gossip magazine scandals 
are on what we might call the “contested behaviours”. Therefore, gossip magazines 
most commonly debate that which lies closest to Rubin’s (1984) highest wall of 
acceptability – the behaviours that inch closer to the border. This is in keeping with 
Warner’s (1999b) distinction of scandal from stigma: scandalous behaviour is that which 
is contested, while stigmatised behaviour is that which rarely figures in the public eye (p. 
26). Thus, “contested behaviours” are those that constitute scandals and figure often in 
the magazines, while “invisible behaviours” are those deliberately absent from gossip 
magazines. For, as Lull and Hinerman (1997) attest, discussing scandal serves as a 
challenge to mainstream social values and hegemony (p. 2). Truly stigmatised (or 
perhaps, truly queer) behaviour is simply too subordinate to provide any real challenge 
to hegemony, and thus is absent from debate, eliminated or overshadowed by the 
narratives relevant to those in power. This chapter’s analysis of stories about Miley will 
reveal which behaviours are contested, where the line might be drawn, and the 
relationship between these findings and the gossip magazines’ view of normativity, as 
well as the role of the news values within this.  
 
Additionally, the thematic textual analysis will discuss the construction of an 
overarching narrative about Miley across the individual themes, and how the ideological 
assumptions underpinning each story might contribute to this narrative (Braun & Clarke, 
2006, p. 94). 
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5.1: Appearance 
 
Appearance stories rely heavily on the ‘bad bodies’ news value. Many of the stories 
solely about a celebrity’s appearance are compilation stories involving a number of 
celebrities, and thus do not add to Miley’s particular narrative or newsworthiness. 45  
Stories that focus solely on Miley’s body, in order to compound more news values, tend 
to emphasise other factors involved in her changing appearance, all of which typically 
involve maintaining, reviving, or mourning her relationship with Hemsworth.46 
Appearance stories fall into two sub-themes: plastic surgery and weight.  
 
5.1.1: Plastic surgery 
 
Articles about alleged “boob jobs” are typically purely speculative, relying on “then” and 
“now” images to demonstrate Miley’s changed appearance and lend credence to the 
speculation within the article. These kinds of stories, and many others, reflect a practice 
that Marx (2004) describes: a particularly salacious headline is selected following an 
examination of an image, and the subsequent article might allude to, but never actually 
confirm, what the headline screams. Thus, while the subheadlines might refer to 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
45 While not being discussed in this analysis, “stars without makeup” stories and their 
relationship to social norms is intriguing. These articles tend to simultaneously allude to 
celebrities’ unattainability and their ordinariness, with subheadlines like “They’re rich, beautiful, 
and famous. But what do they look like when their stylists take a day off?” and an emphasis on 
the fact that this makes celebrities look “just like the rest of us” (“Dare to bare!”, 2013). The 
subheadline plays directly into the ‘A-list status’ news value, while headlines like “Dare to bare!” 
imply that wearing makeup is the convention, and going bare-faced is a bold decision to defy 
that convention. As a result, these stories also emphasise ‘bad bodies’, but in a way that 
applauds the defiance of this norm, by labelling it “chic” or “an act of bravery” (“Bare-faced 
chic”, 2014; “Stars without make-up!”, 2012). These stories demonstrate one of the few 
occasions where a norm is presented, and then approvingly defied.  
46 While Miley’s haircut in August 2012 became retrospectively important (it is often cited as the 
beginning of her rebellious behaviour, and thus the beginning of the breakdown of her 
relationship with Hemsworth), at the time it did not make major headlines. 
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“Miley’s second boob job,” the articles are purely speculative, noting that there are 
rumours Miley is “looking into” surgery (“Miley’s extreme makeover”, 2013, cover & p. 
17, Figure 5.01).  
 
 
Figure 5.01: “Miley’s extreme makeover: ‘I felt like a boy’”, 28th October, 2013. 47 While the 
subheadline appears to confirm the status of her surgery, the article indicates that they are only rumours. 
 
The ‘bad bodies’ news value is amplified through the negative tone given to surgery 
discussions. “Miley’s extreme makeover: ‘I felt like a boy’” (2013) highlights Miley’s 
“crippling insecurities” as the main force driving her desire for surgery, thus giving it a !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
47 Articles regularly had different headlines on the cover compared to the headline on the body 
of the story. Each story here is referred to by its body headline, but the cover headlines were 
also recorded in the coding process (see Appendix C).  
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negative connotation (p. 16). The article also relies on the ‘sad celebs’ value to enhance 
newsworthiness, by noting that she has been “the target of internet bullies” and 
“crushed by her critics” (p. 17). Given the tendency of surgery articles to extensively 
refer to Miley’s body insecurities, there is the suggestion that the feeling of needing 
cosmetic alterations is one of mental abnormality, and thus in this sense, plastic surgery 
is not normal, or “healthy”.48  
 
Additionally, there is a heteronormative narrative at play in stories of plastic surgery. It 
appears that surgery is considered an acceptable option when Miley’s partner, Liam 
Hemsworth, approves of it. Earlier plastic surgery stories, while Hemsworth and Miley 
were still together, appear to frame surgery as something that would cause “all sorts of 
problems” for the couple, as Hemsworth did not approve, and therefore, the 
transgression of bodily norms could result in punishment in the form of damage to her 
relationship (“Boosting her profile”, 2012, p. 29). A year later, when “Miley’s extreme 
makeover” (2013) was published, surgery is framed as an option that would leave Miley 
more attractive, more feminine, and less of a “loser in the glamour stakes” to 
Hemsworth’s new partner, Eiza Gonzalez (p. 17). By fixating on her insecurities about 
her apparent “boyish” appearance, the article seems to suggest that surgery would make 
her body more appealing for Hemsworth. That femininity is inherently more attractive 
to Hemsworth plays into heteronormative fulfilments of gender performances and 
stereotypes (Butler, 1990; Rich, 1980).  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
48 These terms are used in the same way Canguilhem would refer to abnormal, pathological or ill 
as the “marked” category, and normal as the state to which an ill person seeks to return (1989; 
see also Bollmer, 2014, p. 305). 
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5.1.2: Weight 
 
Stories that focus on Miley’s weight primarily utilise the ‘bad bodies’ news value, 
however, as they are often tied to other issues, they also highlight ‘shocking sexuality’ 
and ‘bad behaviour’, thus compounding several news values into the one sub-theme.  
 
In late 2011, an article attributes Miley’s relationship with Liam Hemsworth in part to 
her “hell of a bod” (“Wow Miley’s hot!”, 2011, p. 12). Describing her as “loved up and 
looking good,” the article praises Miley’s appearance and her apparent happy 
relationship, both demonstrated in the accompanying images of the couple kissing in 
swimwear. This correlation between the success of her relationship and her apparent 
good health is indicative of a heteronormative narrative that suggests a woman is at her 
best when she is in a relationship with a man. 
 
Later, stories attribute Miley’s weight loss to a jealous, attention-seeking reaction to 
Hemsworth’s elevated status (“Fears for Miley”, 2012; “Starving for Attention”, 2012).49 
“Starving for attention” (2012) reveals the apparent “real reason” for her weight loss: 
“the pressure of her romance with The Hunger Games star Liam Hemsworth. Insiders 
believe Miley’s worried sick that as Liam’s profile is skyrocketing, her position as the 
most famous one in their relationship is at risk” (pp. 18-19). Later, when Miley’s 
relationship with Hemsworth apparently begins to break down, articles again link her 
weight loss to her relationship, with “Miley: Living on cocktails and soup” (2013) 
quoting an anonymous source, stating “she’s so thin and it’s all because of the constant 
drama with Liam” (p. 10).  !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
49 Hemsworth starred in the blockbuster film The Hunger Games, which was released around the 
time of the articles (April, 2012).  
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As well as attributing her weight loss or gain to the health of her relationship, stories 
also often emphasise the mental health aspects of her weight loss, regularly reporting 
links between her figure and anorexia (“17 times”, 2012; “Miley collapses…”, 2013; 
“Miley waisting [sic] away…”, 2012).  These stories clearly then frame Miley’s weight 
loss as pathological. Three articles published in July 2013 bring her relationship with 
Hemsworth, her mental health, and her weight loss all together, combining them with 
her parents’ divorce, while two of the three also combine these factors with an alleged 
drug addiction (“Family feud”, 2013; “Sub-zero Miley”, 2013; “Young, famous”, 2013). 
These stories highlight mental health issues in tangible relation to her crumbling 
partnership with Hemsworth, as a way to compound several of the news values into one 
story. In doing so, this further demonstrates the apparent link between health and stable 
heterosexuality, and thus contributes to notion that stable heteronormativity is ideal.50  
 
The ‘bad bodies’ news value, in order to be utilised, necessarily marks the body as 
worthy of discussion, outside the unmarked norm (Bollmer, 2014). By raising Miley’s 
weight as a news issue, stories mark her body as a point of difference, and as a result, 
frame it negatively. “Miley: Backlash over bones” (2013) refers to Miley as looking like a 
“gaunt scarecrow” (p.17), while “Family feud takes its toll” (2013) discusses her weight 
loss as “Miley’s battle,” indicating she is losing, and pointing out that she apparently 
“rarely bathes” (p. 22).  
 
The timeline of narratives of Miley’s fluctuating weight, as well as her suspected plastic 
surgeries, parallels her relationship with Hemsworth. She was at her “healthiest” when 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
50 The fact that the crumbling of her parents’ relationship is also discussed as a factor in the 
demise of her health also serves to reinforce dominant heteronormative narratives, particularly 
those that reinforce the importance of the nuclear family (C. J. Cohen, 2004, p. 29) 
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the relationship is stable, and experiences weight and body issue problems whenever the 
relationship is unstable.  
 
5.2: Substance abuse 
 
Miley’s hard-partying lifestyle is a popular topic throughout the entire period, likely 
because these stories are able to use the ‘bad behaviour’ news value in conjunction with 
‘bad bodies’, and ‘shocking sexuality’ by emphasising the effect substance abuse has on 
both her appearance and her relationships. Thus, stories in this theme often tend to also 
fulfil the other two themes in this chapter, however, they remain in this category 
because substance abuse is foregrounded in these particular articles.  
 
Figure 5.02 demonstrates how images from the same event can be used to create two 
very different stories. Where OK! chose to focus their story (“Family feud”, 2013) more 
on Miley’s weight and her family relationships, Famous amplified the ‘bad behaviour’ 
news value, and focused more intensely on the allegations of Miley’s drug use at the 
MET gala a few months earlier, and how these allegations have affected her relationship 
(“Miley’s secret”, 2013). In “Miley’s secret drug problem” (2013), Hemsworth is painted 
as a hero who “saved” Miley by staging an intervention (p. 12). By describing Miley’s 
drug abuse as “devastating” to Hemsworth, the article explicitly condemns the 
consumption, while simultaneously praising Hemsworth for “protecting” her from her 
“own worst enemy – herself,” subsequently reinforcing the relationship between good 
health and stable heteronormativity (“Miley’s secret”, 2013, pp. 12-13).  
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Figure 5.02: Left: “Miley’s secret drug problem”; right: “Family feud takes its toll”. Both 8th July, 
2013 
 
It is not uncommon for stories on drug abuse to compound the ‘shocking sexuality’ 
news value by drawing attention to Miley’s promiscuity as a result of her partying 
lifestyle. “Drunk Miley’s drugs spiral” (2014) details her frequent drug use, as well as her 
“seedy one-night stands” as being a way to deal with her loneliness, brought about by 
her separation from Hemsworth (p. 12, Figure 5.03). Further highlighting the link 
between good health and stable heteronormativity, the article emphasises that “love will 
cure Miley’s self-destructive behaviour,” and if she doesn’t “find a really sound guy,” 
then “it looks like she’s on the fast track to rehab” (“Drunk Miley’s”, 2014, p. 12). 
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Figure 5.03: “Drunk Miley’s drugs spiral”, 7th April 2014 
 
“The scary rise of the drunkorexics” (2014; Figure 5.04), also amplifies the ‘shocking 
sexuality’ news value. A breakout box questions whether Miley is a “performer or porn 
star?!” labelling the behaviour at one of her shows “truly disgusting” (p. 19, Figure 5.04). 
It also claims a picture of Miley revealing her bottom (with an inconveniently placed 
silhouette: see Figure 5.04) is “going too far,” and criticises her for performing fellatio 
on a sex doll (p. 19). What’s interesting to note here is that Miley’s comment that 
“everyone’s a little gay,” is editorialised as “fine,” which may suggest some shifting lines 
 76!
in norms. 51 Given this breakout box, it appears that while homosexuality is “fine,” 
public displays of sex acts are “truly disgusting” and “going too far” (“The scary rise”, 
2014, p. 19). Warner discusses this in his book The trouble with normal (1999b), suggesting 
that while movements toward marriage for homosexual people have helped to increase 
acceptance of homosexuality, it also has sought to “normalise” homosexual people, 
through what D. Bell and Binnie have termed “homonormativity” (2004). 
Homonormativity demonstrates the changes in lines of acceptability, suggesting that in 
the intervening years since Rubin’s (1984) diagram, “long term, stable, lesbian and gay 
couples” have been able to cross that line into normativity (p. 282; see also Figure 2.01). 
Marriage, and homonormativity, affords the privilege of privacy to certain types of 
couples, and continues to scandalise sexual behaviours that are conducted in public (D. 
Bell & Binnie, 2004; Berlant & Warner, 1998). Thus, NW’s clarification that Miley’s gay 
statement is “fine,” but her public sexual acts are “truly disgusting,” plays directly into 
this updated narrative of normativity.  
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
51 Although this comment is in direct relation to a problematic remark Miley made about drink-
spiking, given it is in the same breakout box as NW’s editorialising of her other behaviour, the 
comparisons between public sexuality and homosexuality can still be drawn. 
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Figure 5.04: “The scary rise of the drunkorexics”, 26th May, 2014. Left: Cover; right: the breakout 
box “Performer or porn star?!” (p. 19) 
 
By linking this breakout box with a story that suggests Miley’s alcohol abuse is also 
linked to her weight loss, the link between transgressive sexuality (unstable 
heteronormativity) and ill health is further highlighted. “The scary rise of the 
drunkorexics” (2014) explicitly links eating disorders with excessive drinking, suggesting 
that “Miley’s relying on booze for her kilojoule intake. There’s no doubt the alcohol is 
helping to repress her appetite” (p. 18). Despite this story discussing a “frightening new 
trend,” and labelling the “illness” explicitly after anorexia, it is interesting to note that no 
credible source, such as a doctor, is used (p. 18). Referring again to illness and pathology 
clearly marks this behaviour as abnormal. 
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Substance abuse stories tend to follow a trajectory back toward normality, via rehab. 
Around six months after substance abuse stories first began appearing as the main cover 
story, the suggestions of rehab became more prominent. “Miley told ‘go to rehab!’” 
(2014) and “Drunk and alone” (2014) both foreground the need for rehabilitation (see 
Figure 5.05). “Miley told ‘go to rehab!’” (2014) suggests that if she does not seek help, 
she will end up in an “early grave” (p. 20). “Drunk and alone” (2014) relates her 
substance abuse directly to Hemsworth, and suggests her “wild habits” are a result of 
her “misery” at being apart from him (pp. 14-15). 
 
 
Figure 5.05: covers demanding Miley go to rehab. Left: “Drunk and Alone”, 16th June, 2014. Right: 
“Miley told ‘go to rehab!’”, 20th January, 2014 
 
What is most interesting about “Drunk and alone” (2014) is that the main source of 
information is Miley herself: the images for the story are all sourced from the singer’s 
own Instagram. That Miley is disseminating this information herself, as well as being 
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quoted in the story as thinking of herself as “the poster child for perfect health” 
suggests that Miley is clearly not ashamed of her actions (“Drunk and alone”, 2014, p. 
15). Particularly with regard to what Race terms “‘immoral’ – but no longer illegal” 
practices, such as drinking, but also gambling, pornography, prostitution, and other 
pleasure practices regulated by government, the onus is increasingly on the private 
individual to acknowledge their addiction and seek treatment accordingly (2009, pp. 66-
67). That Miley does not see her behaviour as requiring treatment thus presents 
differing understandings of “where to draw the line” (Rubin, 1984, p. 282). While the 
magazine, and apparently Miley’s friends, suggests that her behaviour is unhealthy, Miley 
considers it otherwise. Thus, the article appears to convey contrasting opinions on drug 
and alcohol consumption: while the story itself calls it “100 per cent unhealthy” and 
“frightening,” that Miley considers herself healthy suggests that she draws the line 
elsewhere, and thus encourages debate around whether being “drunk, stoned, and 
partying alone” is an acceptable norm, or is “100 per cent unhealthy” (“Drunk and 
alone”, 2014, p. 15). 
 
Stories about Miley’s substance abuse are extremely critical, and repetitive. Each article 
typically suggests that her behaviour is a result of her rocky relationships, affects her 
weight and mental health, and that she will either end in rehab or will overdose. It is also 
significant that stories of Miley’s substance abuse only begin to make the cover after her 
relationship with Hemsworth begins to break down, which further fits the narrative 
apparent in appearance stories that links ill health with the demise of her stable, 
heteronormative relationship. That Miley has made no secret of her behaviour has only 
prompted the magazines to claim “she’s gone way too far,” rather than to consider that 
her actions could be considered socially acceptable, again reinforcing Rubin’s idea of 
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contested behaviours and the struggle over where to draw the line (“Miley’s overdose 
scandal”, 2014, p. 19; Rubin, 1984, p. 282).  
 
5.3: Romantic relationships and sex life 
 
Seventeen of the main cover stories relate directly to Miley’s romantic life, her sex life, 
or both. These fall broadly into four sub categories: the breaking up and rekindling of 
her relationship with Hemsworth, cheating – either on her or Liam’s part – pregnancy, 
and promiscuous behaviour. These stories usually emphasise the ‘shocking sexuality’ 
news value, often combined with ‘sad celebs’, ‘feud’, and/or ‘bad behaviour’. 
 
5.3.1: Break ups 
 
The breakdown of Miley’s relationship with Liam Hemsworth was a constant feature of 
the news from March, 2013, when news broke of Hemsworth allegedly cheating on 
Miley, to the end of September, 2013, when Miley and Hemsworth’s representatives 
confirmed the split (see Figure 4.03). Thus, six months of “are they or aren’t they?” 
speculation made headlines across the magazines. It is also worth noting here that while 
the end of Miley’s relationship with Liam makes the main cover story on several 
occasions, her engagement is never as newsworthy – thus highlighting the apparent 
preference for scandal over “positive” stories.  
 
News broke of Hemsworth’s alleged cheating on Miley with January Jones in early 
March, however it wasn’t until 25th March, 2013, when all four magazines reported on 
Liam’s trip to Australia, citing it as a key piece of evidence in confirming the couple’s 
break up (“Separate lives”, 2013, Figure 5.06; “I want him”, 2013; “Miley & Liam”, 
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2013; “The wedding’s off”, 2013).52 The stories all cite Hemsworth’s extended stay in 
Australia and pictures of Miley without her engagement ring as key indicators of the 
split. Despite the allegations of Hemsworth cheating, the articles all seem to indicate 
that Miley’s new image and behaviour are what drove the couple apart. In particular, 
Who reports that it was Miley’s “drastic makeover” and the two’s “clashing careers” that 
have caused trouble in the relationship (“Separate lives”, 2013, p. 30). These arguments 
reinforce patriarchal gender roles that suggest a woman is subordinate to her partner – 
for even though Hemsworth appears to have violated the apparent monogamy of their 
relationship, it is Miley, for behaving in a way Hemsworth found problematic, who is to 
blame.   
 
Figure 5.06: “Separate lives”, 25th March, 2013 
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
52 Although Liam’s trip made news in all four magazines, it is only the main cover story for Who. 
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Confirming Galtung and Ruge’s additivity hypothesis, break up stories are much more 
newsworthy when coupled with other factors. As shown in Sections 5.1.2 and 5.2, in 
early July, stories connecting Miley’s weight loss, her parents’ divorce, her drug taking 
and her break up with Hemsworth are prominent. “Why Liam had to go back” (2013, 
Figure 5.07) reports that the couple got back together temporarily while Miley dealt with 
her parents’ divorce. Like the stories discussed previously, Hemsworth is again depicted 
as the hero, stepping in to “save” Miley, to bring her back from “the brink of a 
breakdown,” from “treading down a dark path,” from “the verge of losing it,” and from 
being sent “over the edge,” (“Why Liam”, 2013, cover, pp. 12-13).  
 
 
Figure 5.07: “Why Liam had to go back”, 1st July, 2013. This cover appeared the week before the 
covers in Figure 5.02. 
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Miley and Hemsworth’s representatives confirmed the couple’s split in all four 
magazines on 30th September, 2013 (“Liam’s revenge”, 2013; “Liam’s two month affair”, 
2013; “Miley plots revenge”, 2013; “Why she ended it”, 2013). It is the main cover story 
for that week in Famous and OK! (see Figure 5.08). While all of the stories mention 
Hemsworth’s cheating, it is only foregrounded by “Liam’s two month affair exposed” 
(2013). “Liam’s revenge: Why he walked” (2013) claims that the “final blow” for their 
relationship is Miley’s rage at Hemsworth sending “raunchy texts” to January Jones, 
following his displeasure with Miley’s VMAs performance (p. 14). An earlier article, 
“Dumped by text” (2013, Figure 5.09), blames Miley’s transformation for the demise of 
their relationship, quoting an anonymous source: “Liam looks at Miley these days and 
thinks, ‘you’re not the woman I fell in love with,’… he fell for the wholesome Miley, not 
her new incarnation as a druggie sex-kitten,” thus clearly attributing the breakdown of 
their relationship to her substance abuse and promiscuous “antics” (pp. 14-15). 
 
 
Figure 5.08: Left: “Liam’s two month affair exposed”; right: “Liam’s revenge: Why he walked”. Both 
30th September, 2013 
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Figure 5.09: “Dumped by text”, 9th September, 2013 
 
The overwhelming sentiment of the break up stories is that because Hemsworth does 
not approve of Miley’s behaviour, she is punished with the end of her relationship. This 
acts as a cautionary tale, reminding readers that straying from normal standards of 
behaviour, and of beauty, means a betrayal of the gendered roles inherent in 
heterosexual monogamy, and thus a violation of heteronormativity.  
 85!
 
5.3.2: Cheating 
 
Cheating stories usually involve either Miley cheating on her partner, or Miley as the 
“victim” while her partner cheats. Cheating stories often emphasise the news values of 
‘shocking sexuality’ and ‘bad behaviour’, and either ‘feud’ or ‘sad celebs’.  
 
The week after their engagement was announced, Miley was accused of cheating on 
Hemsworth with her assistant, Cheyne Thomas, and was criticised for outraging 
Hemsworth so early on in their engagement (“Miley’s shock romp”, 2012, Figure 5.10). 
“Miley’s shock romp” (2012) implies that outrage is the normal response, by claiming, 
“like any hot-blooded male, seeing photos of another man ogling his girl so openly 
doesn’t sit well with the hunky Aussie” (p. 16). “Miley’s shock romp” (2012) also quotes 
an anonymous source who notes that “Miley has a tendency not to know where to draw 
the line,” implying that this behaviour was over the line (p. 15). This is in keeping with 
literature on heteronormativity, which suggests that monogamy is the norm (Rubin, 
1984, p. 280; see also Jagose, 2012; Warner, 1999b). The way the article speaks of 
Hemsworth as possessing Miley (“his girl”) also reinforces typical gender roles, 
something sustained by heteronormativity (“Miley’s shock romp”, 2012, p. 16; Butler, 
1990; Rich, 1980). It also suggests that Miley’s public flirtations indicate the couple is 
too young for marriage, and are likely to end in divorce if they marry so young, which, 
in turn, elevates the status of marriage as something to be taken seriously, an important 
goal for couples that takes “hard work” (“Miley’s shock romp”, 2012, p. 16).  
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Figure 5.10: “Miley’s shock romp”, 25th June, 2012 
 
Other cheating stories are similarly condemnatory. The week before Miley and 
Hemsworth confirmed the end of their relationship, “‘I had to end it’” (2013, Figure 
5.11) suggests that Miley cheated on Hemsworth with his married, older brother Chris. 
This story is based entirely on unsubstantiated rumours from a celebrity website.53 “‘I 
had to end it’” (2013) suggests that “the clues were there,” noting that the hammer 
Miley licks in her the film clip for her song, “Wrecking Ball” is very similar to the 
hammer Chris Hemsworth uses in his role in the film Thor, and that this shows “she 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
53 The comment makes reference to a “former A++ list tweener and her very good looking B-
list movie actor”. It never names the pair, but Famous takes the lead from “online posters” in 
suggesting that it is referring to Miley and Hemsworth (“‘I had to end it’”, 2013, pp. 18-19). 
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can’t get Chris out of her mind” (pp. 18-19).54 The article calls the rumour “scandalous” 
and “devastating” for the Hemsworth family, indicating that the rumoured extra-marital 
sex is unacceptable (“‘I had to end it’”, 2013, pp. 18-19). That this article relies on an 
anonymous celebrity blog for its premise, anonymous sources for its reportage, as well 
as Miley’s licking of a hammer as “evidence” of the affair, makes this article one of the 
most tenuous in the corpus collected for this research. 
 
 
Figure 5.11: “‘I had to end it’”, 23rd September, 2013 
 
While stories about Miley cheating on Hemsworth generally amplify ‘shocking sexuality’, 
stories about Hemsworth cheating on Miley tend to invoke either the ‘feud’ news value, 
painting Miley as angry, or the ‘sad celebs’ news value, noting her heartbreak. “‘I know !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
54 This article is a good example of the magazines’ use of satire.   
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you stole him!’” (2013, Figure 5.12) features an outraged-looking Miley on the cover, 
and promises that the article will give details of Miley’s “public catfight” with Jones, 
following rumours of her relationship with Hemsworth. The article alludes to a “bitter 
battle” between the two celebrities, describes Miley as “angry,” and that her “claws were 
out” when the battle apparently took place (“‘I know you stole him!’”, 2013, pp. 8-9). 
Conversely, when it was confirmed that Hemsworth and Miley’s relationship was over, 
“Liam’s two month affair exposed” (2013, Figure 5.08) suggests it is because 
Hemsworth had been “cheating for months,” and that this is a “betrayal that left her 
[Miley] shattered”. “Liam’s two month affair exposed” (2013) discusses “Miley’s 
heartbreak” at pictures released of Hemsworth with Gonzalez, and describes her as 
“devastated” (pp. 18-21).  
 
Figure 5.12: “‘I know you stole him!’”, 20th May, 2013 
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These two articles illustrate how the prioritisation of different news values alters the 
story being told, but ultimately suggests the same norm – that cheating is unacceptable. 
The difference in perspective in the two stories is probably a result of the amount of 
“truthful” information the articles have access to. While the first story is entirely reliant 
on anonymous sources, built from a premise of Miley and Jones attending the same 
event, the second has the knowledge that Miley and Hemsworth representatives 
confirmed their split, and the “exclusive” images of Hemsworth with Gonzalez. Thus, 
“‘I know you stole him!’” (2013) can be encouraging about the possibility of the 
continuation of the relationship (and therefore posit it as ‘worth fighting for’), while 
“Liam’s two-month affair exposed” (2013) has more concrete information that the 
relationship is over, and therefore, the only reaction Miley could possibly have is one of 
heartbreak.55  It is also worth noting here that typical gender roles are reinforced, in that 
Miley is the one grieving, while Hemsworth is exerting his dominance by moving on 
quickly, and thus Miley, as is expected of women in patriarchal heteronormative society, 
is the one in a subordinate position. 
 
Stories about cheating tend to emphasise, as well as the betrayal of monogamy, the 
heartbreak or the anger that results from the illicit affair. This means that as well as 
‘shocking sexuality’, quite often stories also involve ‘feud’ or ‘sad celebs’ news values. 
The combining of these values contribute to a specific narrative that suggests we are 
supposed to respond to violations of monogamy with anger or sadness, because 
transgression of such established norms can only invite such visceral responses.  
 
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
55 It is important to note that Miley’s reaction to the story is based on information from an 
“insider” so is, in all likelihood, fiction; narrative guesswork. 
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5.3.3: Promiscuity 
 
Stories indicating Miley’s promiscuous behaviour tended to highlight particularly the 
‘shocking sexuality’ news value, but may also use ‘bad behaviour’ and ‘A-list status’ to 
enhance the story’s newsworthiness.  
 
“‘I’m not sorry’” (2013, Figure 5.13) suggests that her fans are outraged at Miley’s 
shamelessness following the release of a sex tape, but then goes on to merely speculate 
that her laptop might have an intimate video on it. The story is critical of her overtly 
sexual displays in public, and emphasises how shocking her private sex life might be. In 
a breakout box, it also puts forth some suggestions for who the co-star of the sex tape 
might be, including ex-partner Hemsworth, and “bisexual party pal” Lindsay Lohan.  
 
 
Figure 5.13: “‘I’m not sorry’”, 11th November, 2013. 
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Miley was the subject of another invented sex tape story a few months later. This article 
claims that because Miley is “going through a major sexual liberation and doesn’t care 
who she sleeps with,” that “a sex tape was only a matter of time,” (“Miley’s sex-tape”, 
2014, p. 32). This story, based purely on anonymous sources, vague reports and events 
“behind closed doors,”56 is overtly critical of Miley’s public displays of sexuality.57 
“Miley’s sex-tape scandal!” (2014) labels her image as “sluttish” and suggests that 
because she is “the girl who performs in her undies and poses with dildos” that she 
shouldn’t be shaken about the release of a sex tape (p. 32). Stills from her video clip 
“Adore You” which was “shot to look like a sex tape” accompany the story (p. 32), as 
well as an image Miley posted to Instagram of her posing with a dildo, which heads a 
breakout box (p. 33). The caption explains that it is “the Hand of Adonis – a sex device 
specially designed for fisting enthusiasts. Ew!” thus explicitly condemning the sex act 
itself and Miley for publicly appearing to partake in it. “Miley’s sex-tape scandal!” (2014) 
also features a pull-out quote that emphasises Miley’s tendency to engage in sexual acts 
with “random guy[s]” without knowing their names, therefore making it difficult to 
track down a sex tape they could have made (p. 34).58 Thus, along with condemning 
public displays of sexuality, the story also rules that casual sexual encounters, particularly 
ones where names aren’t exchanged, are generally unacceptable because they could have 
unwanted consequences, such as violations of privacy. 
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
56 The article also notes that “mainstream porn distributors have so far denied being offered a 
sex tape,” thus adding further evidence that the story could be entirely fiction (“Miley’s sex-
tape”, 2014, p. 34).  
57 The title of the breakout box is “Yes, Miley, we know you’re outrageous!” and features the 
subheading “show-and-tell must have been her fave part of school – it’s all she ever does!” 
(“Miley’s sex-tape scandal!”, 2014, p. 33). The tone of exasperation suggests that Miley’s level of 
“show-and-tell” is abnormal, and becoming repetitive. 
58 After suggesting Miley is prone to sleeping with “random” guys, the article states “and if that’s 
the case, it’s pure luck that none of these guys have tried to sell her down the river yet!” and 
therefore seemingly suggests that casual sex between a “random” and a celebrity is often about a 
sex tape, and money (“Miley’s sex-tape scandal!”, 2014, p. 34). 
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Both of these articles imply that the sexual norm is that which is conducted in private 
(unfilmed). This is shaped by heteronormative privilege, which has traditionally afforded 
heterosexual, married, monogamous individuals private intimacy, while forcing 
subordinated groups into the public domain (D. Bell & Binnie, 2004; Berlant & Warner, 
1998; Warner, 1999b). These, and other articles in this theme, also condemn excessive 
sexuality, because it contravenes the privilege heteronormativity affords marriage and 
monogamy – often preferenced for their insistence on sexuality as reproductive rather 
than pleasurable, and thus given added importance as “the very core of humanity” 
(Warner, 1999b, p. 47; see also Jagose, 2012, p. 77; Edelman, 2013). Thus, in 
condemning the casual nature of some of Miley’s sexual encounters, as well as her 
apparent preference for sex acts involving toys, these articles uphold heteronormative 
privilege given to reproductive, monogamous sex (conducted in private).  
 
The criticism of public sexuality also resonates with criticism of Miley’s overtly sexual 
performances. This was discussed previously in relation to “The scary rise of the 
drunkorexics” (2014, Figure 5.04) but is also evident in stories about her VMAs 
performance, and her Bangerz tour. The VMAs performance made the feature cover in a 
story about Hemsworth breaking up with Miley immediately after the show (“Dumped 
by text,” 2013, Figure 5.09). “Dumped by text” (2013) uses an anonymous source that 
claims that her substance abuse and partying, as well as romantic links to other men, 
pale in comparison to her performance at the VMAs, thus suggesting that this public 
display of sexuality is more unacceptable than cheating and substance abuse (p. 14). The 
“raunchy” performance is condemned specifically because, according to the unnamed 
source, Miley was “shoving that big foam finger in places it shouldn’t go,” (p. 14). 
“Dumped by text” (2013) is accompanied by a picture of Miley rubbing her crotch in a 
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masturbatory gesture with the aforementioned foam finger, and thus implies a 
condemnation of masturbation.  
 
Other articles are similarly outraged at the performance. “Sexy Miley gone too far” 
(2013) claims that Miley was “slammed” for the performance, and that it could “cost her 
more than her modesty,” thus implying not only that her modesty was lost in the course 
of the performance, but that modesty is something worth keeping (p. 10). “What 
the…Miley gets X-rated at the VMAs” (2013) focuses on the loss of innocence, 
claiming that with the performance, Miley “kills Hannah Montana, one latex-laced 
thrust at a time!”, and also refers to the foam finger, this time noting Miley was “doing 
things… that would make Walt Disney59 turn in his grave!” (p. 32).  
 
These stories condemn Miley’s performance for its “raunchy” characteristics, which in 
turn maintains the heteronormative view that sexuality should be conducted exclusively 
in private. Further, what is particularly interesting about these stories is that while they 
condemn her behaviour, they also state Miley is not fussed by the criticism. As a result, 
these stories illustrate a debate surrounding lines of acceptable behaviour, highlighting 
the contested behaviours. While the magazines appear to uphold a traditionally 
heteronormative perspective, they also suggest that Miley does not conform to this 
rigidly traditional perspective, preferring a more relaxed, open, and public attitude 
toward sexuality. This attitude toward sexuality is one endorsed by certain strands of 
feminist and queer practice, based in opposition to the patriarchal public/private divide 
that leaves sexuality, and women, in the private sphere (Warner, 2002, pp. 25-33). These 
stories demonstrate where they believe the line of acceptability lie, in direct, willing, !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
59 The television series Hannah Montana was owned by Disney. In a New York Times interview in 
December, 2013, Miley stated that she wanted to wait until she was no longer employed by 
Disney before doing her “own thing” (Caramanica, 2013).   
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opposition to where Miley thinks the line is drawn. Thus, these behavioural standards 
are opened up to debate.  
 
5.3.4: Pregnancy 
 
Pregnancy rumour stories are often written in such a way as to enhance either the 
‘shocking sexuality’ news value, ‘good behaviour’, or both. Pregnancy is typically either 
seen as a good result of Miley’s stable relationship with Hemsworth (though they attract 
some criticism for being too young), a reason for them to marry, and therefore evidence 
they are “rushing” things, or a symbol of Miley’s post-Hemsworth promiscuity and 
recklessness.  
 
Of the three main cover stories about Miley’s pregnancy scares, two were published 
after Hemsworth and Miley had officially ended. The one story before the official split, 
from April 2013, tells us that Miley “timed the announcement to bring Liam back” 
(“Miley confesses…”, 2013, Figure 5.14). Indeed, the article suggests that Miley might 
be using “baby drama” as a way to “win her fiancé back,” (“Miley confesses…”, 2013, p. 
12). “Miley confesses...‘yes, I’m pregnant’” (2013) foregrounds the rocky relationship 
between her and Hemsworth, as well as the fact that while “he never expected to be 
facing fatherhood so soon,” he intends to “face up to his responsibilities,” and repair his 
relationship with Miley as they prepare to be parents (p. 11).  
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Figure 5.14: “Miley confesses…‘Yes, I’m pregnant’”, 8th April, 2013 
 
Similarly, “Miley begs Liam for a bandaid baby!” (2013) suggests that Miley could “trap” 
Hemsworth with a “bandaid baby” in order to “save the couple a trip to Splitsville” (p. 
30).60 The article implies that a baby would mean a positive transformation for Miley, 
that it “could be the making of her,” and suggests that while her team thinks a baby 
might be “disastrous” for her career, Miley’s rebellious streak means that she doesn’t 
care about the career ramifications (“Miley begs Liam”, 2013, p. 30).  The final 
statement “we wouldn’t have her any other way,” is an uncharacteristically positive spin, 
given the content analysis showed that articles were typically more negative toward 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
60 This article is not the main cover story that week, but does have a small image on the cover. 
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Miley (p. 30). Thus, “Miley begs Liam for a bandaid baby!” (2013) is clearly in favour of 
Miley sidelining her career to have a baby.  
 
These two articles are overwhelmingly heteronormative. That abortion is never even 
posited as an option that exists or could be considered speaks to the reproductive 
futurism at the heart of heteronormativity (Edelman, 2013; Jagose, 2012; Warner, 
1999b). While the couple’s young age is often deemed a problem, both articles solve it 
by discussing the possibility of the responsibilities of pregnancy maturing the couple. 
Both articles also reinforce traditional gender roles, and this enforces heteronormativity 
(Butler, 1990; Rich, 1980).  
 
Other cover stories frame pregnancy as punishment for Miley’s wild antics and one-
night stands. “Miley to be a mum, but… who’s the daddy?” (2013, Figure 5.15) alleges 
that she doesn’t know who the father is, and claims that Miley’s denial of the rumours is 
not because they are entirely fabricated, but because she feels she cannot make the 
announcement until the identity of the father is ascertained. “Miley’s baby shock” (2014, 
Figure 5.15) 61 also emphasises that the father is unknown. This article explicitly notes 
that the pregnancy (and, presumably, her subsequent “meltdown”) is the “ultimate 
consequence” of her promiscuous behaviour (“Miley’s baby shock”, 2014, p. 15). 
Emphasising the connection between her promiscuity, her pregnancy, and it being “the 
real reason” for her public despair, plays directly into a normative narrative that warns 
promiscuous women that they will be punished for their actions.  !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
61 This article is the main cover of Famous the same week that Miley is also the main cover of 
NW. While Famous chooses to report that Miley’s “meltdown” is a result of her being “pregnant 
and scared,” the NW article emphasises that her being an “emotional wreck” following the 
death of her dog, her parents’ divorce and her break up with Hemsworth, has led her to abuse 
substances (“Miley rushed to hospital”, 2014). The two different emphases provide further 
evidence that these stories are fabricated, and thus provides further credence to the notion that 
these stories are all part of a moral narrative, a cautionary tale.  
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Figure 5.15: Left: “Miley to be a mum, but… who’s the daddy?”, 14th October, 2013; right: “Miley’s 
baby shock”, 28th April, 2014 
 
“Miley’s baby shock” (2014) suggests Miley is headed for a “major breakdown” as a 
result of the pregnancy (p. 15). The article features images of Miley crying in public, and 
thus utilises the ‘sad celebs’ news value in conveying a tone of concern that Miley is 
heading for a “meltdown,” while simultaneously employing the ‘shocking sexuality’ 
value to also imply that, ultimately, while the reader can feel sorry for her, she is to 
blame for her actions (“Miley’s baby shock”, 2014). Contrast this to an earlier story 
when Miley was still with Hemsworth, such as “Miley: Pregnant at 18?” (2011), that 
clearly uses the ‘good behaviour’ news value to paint the happy couple as, although 
young, ready to achieve another of “life’s milestones” (p. 21). The tone of “Miley’s baby 
shock” (2014) is thus a dramatic shift from earlier stories, and accordingly, utilises 
different news values. 
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Considering the way pregnancy stories have used different news values according to 
different stages in Miley’s life (or, more accurately, her life narrative as articulated by 
these gossip magazines) demonstrates how pregnancy can be seen simultaneously as an 
achievement of heteronormativity (“life’s milestones”) or “the ultimate consequence” 
for transgressing the social norms (particularly monogamy) that heteronormativity 
enforces.  
 
5.4: The bigger picture 
 
The stories illustrated in this analysis reveal an overall narrative thread present in cover 
stories about Miley during the time period. That narrative is one of absolute 
heteronormativity: that everything the gossip magazines say Miley does (which is, by and 
large, unverifiable and, in all likelihood, pure fiction), in the three and a half year period 
stories were collected, is to do with her relationship with Liam Hemsworth. This 
suggests that, according to these gossip magazines, a woman is most stable when she is 
in a long-term relationship with a man. When she is in that relationship, she is either 
maintaining that relationship, resulting in approval of her behaviour, or jeopardising it, 
at which point she is criticised. When the relationship breaks down, every news story 
that comes subsequently follows either a trajectory toward working to “get him back” or 
a trajectory toward a “breakdown” as a result of not being able to cope without the 
relationship. This overarching narrative is told through a compounding of news values – 
to relate, for example, substance abuse to depression caused by her partner’s cheating 
utilises at least three of the news values, thus rendering the story more saleable. As a 
result, this narrative of absolute heteronormativity is produced by the additivity of the 
news values. 
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Framing a particular action of Miley’s in such a way as to make it more scandalous 
increases the likelihood of it fulfilling more news values. But also by labelling so many 
behaviours as scandalous, we are presented with an ultra-conservative view of the world, 
that sees the line of acceptability drawn much further to the left on Rubin’s scale, 
narrowing the set of behaviours that are “good” and increasing the number of 
behaviours that are contested.  
 
Figure 5.16 shows a version of Rubin’s (1984) sex hierarchy, adapted to depict the 
behaviour hierarchy as presented by these magazines and their attitude toward Miley 
that this analysis has uncovered. “Good behaviours” are those that Miley is praised for, 
or admonished for not fulfilling. “Contested behaviours” are those in which Miley is 
seen to participate, and the gossip magazines condemn, while “invisible behaviours” are 
those that are not condoned by either Miley or the magazines. Some contested 
behaviours, such as plastic surgery and anorexia, Miley has denied ever participating in, 
but their constant discussion in the gossip magazines suggests a level of contestation 
rather than pure invisibility. Most of what exists in invisible behaviours never figured in 
the gossip magazines at all, for this section constitutes the stigmatised behaviours that 
are typically absent from mainstream narratives and public life. 
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Figure 5.16: The behaviour hierarchy in gossip magazines, and the struggle over where to draw the line. 
(Adapted over the course of this analysis from Rubin, 1984, p. 282; see also Figure 2.01) 
 
Miley’s narrative also demonstrates the gossip magazine’s infatuation with scandal. As 
was shown in the content analysis, Miley only became more newsworthy in 2013, when 
her relationship with Hemsworth began to break down. The gossip magazine’s reliance 
on scandal means that while her relationship is harmonious, she is far less newsworthy, 
particularly given that in these instances, she is able to fulfil fewer of the news values. 
While celebrity news overwhelmingly condemns any behaviour that contravenes the 
absolute heteronormativity of her relationship with Hemsworth, they are also almost 
exclusively interested in this behaviour, as demonstrated by the way the ‘shocking 
sexuality’, ‘bad behaviour’, and ‘feud’ news values were far more likely to figure than 
‘good behaviour’.  
 
The celebrity news values mean that the stories most likely to figure in the magazines 
are those that transgress normativity, but they also mean that the behaviours in these 
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instances are more likely to be labelled scandalous, shocking, or outrageous, and thus 
the normative barrier is maintained. The Conclusion will consider the implications of 
this in more detail.  
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Chapter Six: Conclusion 
 
6.1: In summary 
 
To call the types of news present in this analysis “news” relies on a very different 
understanding of news than in the traditional sense. Rather than being about the sharing 
of accurate, truthful information that helps us to make sense of the world around us, 
instead celebrity news, while still participating in sense-making practices, is about 
understanding how we live in our world socially, and morally (Bird, 1992; Gripsrud, 
2000; Hermes, 1995; Turner, 2014a).  
 
Celebrity news is less about informing as to what happened, and more about providing 
space to debate social, cultural, and moral norms (Turner, 2014b). For that reason, 
celebrity news can be particularly viewed as having a ritualistic function, acting out, 
transforming and re-creating myths and moral narratives by which we live (Bird & 
Dardenne, 1988; Carey, 1989).  
 
The gossip magazines make it clear that Miley is not the first young woman to behave 
the way she does. Miley was regularly compared to her predecessors in the magazines, 
who ask us in headlines “Is Miley the new Britney [Spears]?” (2012), and tell us “‘Miley’s 
the new Anna Nicole Smith!’” (2011). In order to make sense of Miley’s actions, and 
particularly, what would happen next, comparisons are regularly invoked to remind us 
of what happens to young women who transgress absolute heteronormativity: 
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statements to the effect of “everyone is concerned she’s headed down the same road as 
Amanda Bynes,” were not uncommon (“Miley’s secret drug problem”, 2013).62  
 
Through these comparisons, we are taught to expect what will come of Miley: a wilful 
correction of her behaviour through stints in rehab, like Spears; continual problems 
including run-ins with the law, like Bynes; or perhaps, most morbidly, death, like Smith. 
Toward the end of the article collection period, as her relationship with Hemsworth 
becomes a distant memory, Miley’s “shocking” behaviour is not changing. A stagnation 
of the narrative begins to appear. Miley’s refusal to acknowledge any problem with her 
alleged promiscuity and substance abuse indicates her refusal to be contained within the 
narrative of her predecessors. Thus, the magazines are left with the same stories, over 
and over. An article published in July 2014 suggests that Miley may have met up with 
Hemsworth on tour, and gotten pregnant as a ploy to win him back (“Miley’s 
bombshell”, 2014). This story has strong parallels with “Miley begs Liam for a bandaid 
baby” (2013), published a year earlier. The cover used on the title page of this thesis, 
published outside the collection period in September 2014, promises “the night Miley 
lost it!” after months of similar meltdown stories. The article, although ostensibly about 
a New York Fashion Week party Miley attended, tells us that this is the night Miley has 
“finally gone too far,” reminding us that we are constantly waiting for something to 
happen next (“The night Miley”, 2014, p. 17).  
 
The comparison of Miley to other young celebrities reaffirms the role of this kind of 
news in acting and re-enacting moral myths that tell us how young women should !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
62 Britney Spears is a pop singer who, like Miley, began her career in children’s television, 
appearing on The Mickey Mouse Club. Spears’ mental health issues resulted in multiple 
hospitalisations in 2007. Anna Nicole Smith was a playboy model who passed away of a drug 
overdose in 2007. Amanda Bynes is a former child star who has since retired from acting and 
has been charged with several driving offences.  
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behave. In this kind of news, the news values help to select the kind of moral tale that 
will be told. Rather than explaining why a particular empirical event has made headlines, 
in these instances the news values are responsible for explaining the choice of fictional, 
mythic narrative, and are therefore much more active in setting the moral agenda. That 
so many of the news values rely on shock, scandal, and transgression leaves us with a 
narrow picture of morally acceptable behaviours. As in serious news, those setting the 
agenda are those in power, who wish to reflect the world they live in, and thus we have 
Sonwalkar’s (2005) notion of banal journalism, which necessarily creates an “us” vs 
“them” divide. The contested behaviours, debated through the scandalisation of 
celebrity actions, create the narrative that suggests these are the only types of 
transgression permissible, and that the line should be drawn somewhere near these 
behaviours. The invisible behaviours are thoroughly othered, stigmatised and excluded 
from debate, leaving a hierarchy of behaviours, and therefore people who participate in 
these behaviours, with those excluded necessarily subordinate.  
 
In this way, celebrity news has all the same shortcomings of serious news. For while it is 
certainly a space devoted less to informing the citizenry, and more to informing human 
beings (Gripsrud, 2000), it still serves to create and maintain a hierarchy that sees “us” 
privileged and “them” stigmatised. As the thematic textual analysis has demonstrated, 
the “us” here are those who participate in heteronormative narratives, while the “them” 
are those who transgress them. For while Miley may contest many of the behaviours 
that heteronormativity privileges, ultimately her gossip narrative is about maintaining 
stable heteronormativity, and how failure to do this is punished.  
 
In the end, the news of gossip magazines is not really about news after all: not truth, 
impartiality, nor objectivity. Gossip news about Miley Cyrus is not really even about 
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Miley. Instead, these stories serve a mythic function, using the conventions of news to 
show us how society treats young women who misbehave. For when we hold the 
magnifying glass to celebrities, we are really just holding it up to ourselves.  
 
6.2: Contributions to the field 
 
The content and thematic textual analyses of this thesis have made valuable 
contributions to the fields of news, media and celebrity studies.  
 
First, the content analysis demonstrated that existing conceptions of news values are 
inadequate when considering celebrity news; a type of news that, in being largely fiction, 
is more aptly described as a “genre” in which the news values are the conventions of the 
narratives being told. In considering the coverage of Miley Cyrus in Australian gossip 
magazines, this thesis presented eight new news values through which to understand 
celebrity news. They are: ‘feud’, ‘A-list status’, ‘good behaviour’, ‘sad celebs’, ‘shocking 
sexuality’, ‘bad behaviour’, ‘bad bodies’, and ‘ongoing saga’. These eight values were 
then tested on 321 articles, and seen to be a good fit.  
 
The content analysis also made some other interesting findings with regard to coverage 
of Miley Cyrus that further highlights the relationship between news values and gossip’s 
role in upholding moral community. It found that stories were firstly much more likely 
to cover behavioural transgressions (hence the values devoted to ‘shocking sexuality’, 
‘bad bodies’, ‘bad behaviour’, and ‘feud’, to some extent), and, as a result, stories were 
much more likely to have a negative attitude toward Miley. Further, stories that relied 
solely on anonymous sources were even more likely to be negative toward Miley, 
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suggesting a strong correlation between fictional stories and disapproving tales of 
transgression.  
 
While the content analysis did find that many stories tended to rely on anonymous 
sources (and were therefore quite likely to be works of fiction), audiences remain largely 
aware of this, and do not seek the truth from celebrity news. In an ABC Radio National 
interview, Nicholls recalls being in focus groups with celebrity magazine readers who 
were aware of the news’ fictional status, and did not care (Aedy, 2014; see also, Feasey, 
2008; Feeley, 2012; Johansson, 2006). The content analysis therefore serves to reinforce 
Turner et al.’s (2000) point that “the factual status” of celebrity news is “to quite some 
extent, immaterial” (p. 139).  
 
Aware of this reinforcement of the literature, the thematic textual analysis was able to 
test if, as a result of the immaterial status of truth and accuracy, this kind of news could 
be seen more to maintain a ritual, narrative function, of upholding myths and debating 
norms (Bird & Dardenne, 1988; Bird & Dardenne, 2009; Turner, 2014b). Indeed, the 
thematic textual analysis showed that not only are these stories sites to debate contested 
behaviours (but not invisible behaviours, maintaining Warner’s [1999b] distinction 
between scandal and stigma), but that each of these stories contribute to one overall 
myth of stable heteronormativity, the importance of maintaining stable heterosexual 
relationships, and the possible punishments when this heteronormativity is violated.  
 
Accordingly, this thesis was able to test the news values as they are currently conceived, 
to determine whether they are adequate for understanding celebrity news. It found that 
they are not, and thus proposed a set of eight celebrity-specific news values, many of 
which are behaviour-driven. As a result, these news values strongly correlate to the types 
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of normalising judgements apparent in celebrity news. This thesis therefore revealed 
that celebrity news, in telling moral, mythic tales that uphold normative ideologies, relies 
on news values to act as narrative conventions of these stories. It found that the 
relationship between news values and gossip magazines’ maintenance of 
heteronormativity is a particularly stable one.  
 
6.3: What’s next? 
 
These findings suggest there is value in testing the proposed news values on a broader 
set of celebrity news stories. Ideally, a broader field of research would help to refine (or 
confirm) the set of news values. Further, a broader field of research may help to 
uncover other story types present in celebrity news. The research of this thesis has 
revealed that the fable of Miley is clearly grounded in the trope of the wayward young 
woman who is punished for violating stable heteronormativity. It remains to be seen 
whether additional underlying story types are present in celebrity magazines. 
 
It also remains to be seen how the story type that confines Miley has historically 
confined other celebrities. While the data collected for this thesis suggests that similar 
tropes have been applied to Britney Spears, Amanda Bynes and Anna Nicole Smith, it is 
not known how their narratives were presented, whether the same types of behaviours 
were contested, and where the “line” was drawn for them. An historical analysis of this 
story type might also help to see whether, as Rubin (1984) posits, moral boundaries are 
moving and the “line” is shifting (pp. 282-283).  
 
Heteronormativity is changing: norms are unstable, and “het culture” is starting to 
incorporate homonormativity (Warner, 1993, p. xxi; D. Bell & Binnie, 2004; Butler, 
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1990). Further research into gossip magazines could show us how these changes have 
been mirrored in the moral narratives of gossip magazines, from different stars of the 
same story type, to different story types that debate different norms to those we come 
to understand through Miley. For now, though, with Miley’s narrative facing stagnation, 
the question “how far will Miley go next?” remains unanswered.  
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Appendix A: Codebook and Information for Coders 
 
The following is the codebook provided to Coders A and B in order to test intercoder reliability. 
Brackets indicate the column in Appendix C for each category 
For each story, record the following: 
1. Headline (Column A) 
2. Date of publication (Column B) 
3. Publication (Column C) 
4. Page number (Column D) 
5. Number of pages (Column E) 
6. Is it on the cover?  (Column F) 
• 0 if no 
• 1 if featured in small tickertape across the top or bottom, with 
only a small accompanying picture, or no picture at all (for 
example 270114 “Miley rejected: will anyone ever love me?”) 
• 2 if a medium sized image, generally located on the sides (for 
example 270812 “Miley goes punk”) 
• 3 if the feature image of the cover (for example 141013 “Miley 
to be a mum, but… who’s the daddy?”) 
7. Cover headline (leave blank if not on the cover) (Column G) 
8. Focus of the story (Column H): 
• 0 if the story is about Miley and no one else 
• 1 if the story is primarily about Miley, other people are only 
mentioned in passing, or for example the story is 
overwhelmingly from Miley’s perspective  
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• 2 if the story gives almost equal weight to Miley and one other 
person  
• 3 if the story gives almost equal weight to Miley and two other 
people  
• 4 if the story gives almost equal weight to Miley and multiple 
other people  
9. Primary source of the story (Column I):  
The primary source is defined as the key provider of information, the catalyst for the story, the 
provider of information that makes the story unique 
• 0 if the story has no sources other than the (paparazzi) image  
• 1 if the story lists an anonymous source 
• 2 if the story names a source that is not Miley 
• 3 if the story indirectly uses Miley herself (e.g. a performance, 
live or televised, social media output [including selfies], or 
interviews previously done with other media outlets)  
• 4 if the story has direct access to Miley  
10. Attitude towards Miley (Column J): 
Does the story approve or disapprove of her actions? 
• 0 if the story is negative, or disapproving, including stories of 
concern that blame her for her behaviour   
• 1 if the story is neutral, not discernible either way 
• 2 if the story is positive, sympathetic, approving, including 
stories of concern that are sympathetic “poor Miley”  
11. HARCUP AND O’NEILL NEWS VALUES: consider all values. For those not 
immediately present in the story, record 0. If it does appear, 1.  
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The following definitions are from Harcup & O’Neill, 2001, p. 279. Italics are 
my own qualifications. 
• ‘THE POWER ELITE’ (Column K): Stories concerning powerful 
individuals, organisations or institutions. ‘Power’ should be obviously apparent, 
e.g. stories concerning politicians, major corporations. For Miley to be considered 
‘powerful’ in this sense, her influence over others should be immediately apparent 
• ‘CELEBRITY’ (Column L): Stories concerning people who are already 
famous. 
• ‘ENTERTAINMENT’ (Column M): Stories concerning sex, show 
business, human interest, animals, an unfolding drama, or offering 
opportunities for humorous treatment, entertaining photographs or 
witty headlines.  
• ‘SURPRISE’ (Column N): Stories that have an element of surprise 
and/or contrast. To what extent is the story shocked by Miley’s actions? How 
often do we see exclamation marks? Words like ‘shock’ or ‘surprise’ etc 
• ‘BAD NEWS’ (Column O): Stories with particularly negative overtones, 
such as conflict or tragedy. Is there some degree of harm in the story? 
• ‘GOOD NEWS’ (Column P): Stories with particularly positive 
overtones such as rescues and cures. Is there some degree of happiness in the 
story? 
• ‘MAGNITUDE’ (Column Q): Stories that are perceived as sufficiently 
significant either in the numbers of people involved or in potential 
impact. Like ‘the power elite’ the magnitude must be immediately obvious – have 
people died or been severely impacted in some way? 
• ‘RELEVANCE’ (Column R): Stories about issues, groups and nations 
perceived to be relevant to the audience. The audience is generally considered 
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to be middle class Australian women aged 18-34 (Famous/ NW) and 25-49 
(Who/OK!). NB these women have purchased/chosen to read the magazine – what 
would be “relevant” to them? 
• ‘FOLLOW-UP’ (Column S): Stories about subjects already in the news. 
Does the story reference a previous occasion of Miley making the news, or does it 
require prior knowledge of her affairs? 
• ‘NEWSPAPER AGENDA’ (Column T): Stories that set or fit the news 
organisation’s own agenda. To what extent is the story commercially viable? (it 
might be more saleable if it’s on the cover, for example) 
 
12. NEW NEWS VALUES: consider all values. For those not immediately present in the story, 
record 0. If it does appear, 1.  
The following definitions are my own, developed through a combination of 
literature and an exploratory analysis of 10 per cent of the articles. 
• ‘FEUD’/Conflict (Column U): Stories that involve two or more 
celebrities engaged in any sort of conflict or fight. 
• ‘A-LIST STATUS’/Career success (Column V) stories about a celebrity’s 
career, or about aspects of their lives that have come about as a direct 
result of their career success (for example stories of wealth and exclusive 
parties). Stories that demonstrate the unattainability or exclusivity of 
celebrity status. 
• ‘GOOD BEHAVIOUR’/Domestic success (Column W): stories that depict 
a celebrity’s success or happiness in their personal lives, stories that 
could be considered the antithesis to ‘shocking sexuality’, ‘bad 
behaviour’, and ‘bad bodies’. 
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• ‘SAD CELEBS’/Tragedy (Column X): stories about a celebrity’s personal 
loss, heartbreak, sadness, sickness, or fear of violence/danger. 
• ‘SHOCKING SEXUALITY’/Sexual transgression (Column Y): stories 
that depict sexual behaviour that is seen to be shocking, or crossing 
boundaries of acceptability. 
• ‘BAD BEHAVIOUR’/Moral/civil transgression (Column Z): stories that 
depict other behaviours generally considered to cross boundaries of 
acceptability. This may include stories about excessive consumption or 
partying, stories about law breaking, or other rebellious behaviour. 
• ‘BAD BODIES’/Bodily transgression (Column AA): stories that depict 
unhealthy celebrity bodies (too fat, too thin, too plastic).  
• ‘ONGOING SAGA’/Prior knowledge (Column AB): stories that depict 
celebrities already in the news, or stories that are continually unfolding 
or subject to speculation. To what extent does the story require 
background knowledge to fully comprehend? To what extent would be 
we compelled to continue to follow the saga next week? 
 
NB: Italics denotes the original name of the new news value that coders were provided with. The final 
names were created in consultation with the coders following this process.  
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Appendix B: Sample Magazine Cover 
 
This cover is an example of the different types of cover stories, discussed in Section 4.4.  
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Appendix C: Coding Sheet 
The following is the full coding sheet from the principal coder for all 321 stories. Refer 
to Appendix A to understand what each column (A-AB) refers to.   
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